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MISCELLANEOUS BILLS 


THURSDAY, JUNE 23, 1960 
U.S. Senate, 


CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room 212, 
Senate Office Building. 

Present : Senators Russell (chairman), Jackson, Ervin, Thurmond, 
Cannon, Saltonstall, Mrs. Smith, Case of South Dakota, Bush, and 
Beall. 

Also present: Harry L. Wingate, Jr., chief clerk; Robert S. Atkin- 
son, assistant chief clerk; William H. Darden, and T. Edward Bras- 
well, of the committee staff. 

H.R. 10500 


Chairman Russe... The first bill on the agenda this morning is 
H.R. 10500, a Department of Defense proposal that would authorize 
crew members of nuclear-powered submarines to continue eligibility 


incentive pay during periods of training and rehabilitation while they 
are not actually assigned aboard the vessel. 
(H.R. 10500 follows:) 


[H.R. 10500, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


AN ACT To amend the Career Compensation Act of 1949 with respect to incentive pay 
for certain submarine service 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That subsection 204(a)(2) of the Career 
Compensation Act of 1949, as amended (37 U.S.C. 235(a)(2)), be amended to 
read, ““(2) duty on board a submarine, including, in the case of nuclear-powered 
submarines, periods of training and rehabilitation after assignment thereto as 
determined by the Secretary concerned, and including submarines under con- 
struction from the time builders’ trials commence ;”. 

Passed the House of Representatives May 16, 1960. 

Attest: 

RatpH R. Roserts, Clerk. 


Chairman Russety. Senator Engle has asked that a bill he intro- 
duced, S. 3636, which would establish eligibility for incentive pay for 
members of the Armed Forces performing duty as crew members of 
submersibles be considered in connection with this bill. 

(S. 3636 follows :) 

[S. 3636, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Career Compensation Act of 1949 to provide for the payment of 


incentive pay to members of the Armed Forces performing duty as operators of sub- 
mersibles 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That subsection 204(a)(2) of the Career 
Compensation Act of 1949, as amended (37 U.S.C. 235(a)(2)) is amended by 
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inserting immediately before the semicolon at the end thereof the following: 
“, and duty as an operator of an operational, self-propelled submersible, including 
undersea exploration and research vehicles.” 

Chairman Russet. The witness for the Department this morning 
is Rear Adm. L. P. Ramage, Office of the Deputy Chief of Naval 
Operations, Fleet Operations, and Readiness. 

Have a seat, Admiral and explain your bill for the benefit of the 
committee and the record. 

You may proceed, sir. 


STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. L. P. RAMAGE, DIRECTOR OF ANTI- 


SUBMARINE WARFARE, OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL 
OPERATIONS 


Admiral Ramace. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
IT am Rear Adm. L. P, Ramage, Director of Antisubmarine, Submarine 
Warfare Division, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations. 

I welcome this opportunity to appear before you to give you the 
views of the Department of Defense on the proposed legislation to 
provide continuity of submarine pay for fleet ballistic missile sub- 
marine personnel. 

Present law authorizes incentive pay for the performance of hazard- 
ous duty to personnel attached to a submarine in an active status, in- 
cluding a submarine under construction from the time builders’ trials 
commence. In construing the statutory provision, and Executive order 
implementing it, the Comptroller General of the United States de- 
cided that personnel are not entitled to submarine pay during periods 
of temporary absence from the submarines in excess of 15 days, except 
for leaves of absence when the maximum is 30 days. 

Modern nuclear submarines have tremendous capabilities for con- 
tinuous submerged operations evidenced by the recent submerged 
circumnavigation of the world by the 7riton. In the final analysis, 
the limiting factor of this endurance is the human being. In the plan- 
ning for the invisible deterrent, the fleet ballistic missile submarine 
system, studies have been made to investigate the various operational 
parameters which affect the number of days on station of a submarine 
per dollar spent. Keeping a submarine on station indefinitely would 

the cheapest operational cycle. It has been determined that the 
closest practicable approach to keeping a submarine on station con- 
tinuously is to bring it into port periodically, change crews, provide 
maintenance, minor voyage repairs and systems checks, and send it 
out again. By basing the submarine as close as practicable to its 
patrol areas, the maximum time on station will accrue per dollar 
spent. This principle is obviously applicable to all nuclear sub- 
marines. At the moment, however, application is being planned for 
only the Polaris submarines. As our nuclear fleet expands and we 
acquire enough for continuous deployment, operational requirements 
could possibly necessitate consideration for other submarines. This, 
however, is not now anticipated. 

The cycle of operation expected to be most workable and economical 
for the Polaris submarines is 60 days at sea and 30 days in port for 
each submarine. During the 30 days in port, the SSB(N) Polaris 
submarine is reprovisioned, and her machinery and equipment is given 
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routine inport maintenance. A complete second crew will report on 
board. After a 15-day period, the first crew will be returned to its 
continental U.S. base for refresher training and leave, and return to 
meet the submarine after its next patrol. 

The above plan, even when major overhauls are considered, will 
note the submarine actually on station for better than 50 percent of 
its life, as compared with some 33 percent for the single crew opera- 
tions. 

This 60-30-day cycle, however, means that the crews of these sub- 
marines will be temporarily absent from their ships for about one- 
third of the time and for periods in excess of 15 days. The present 
interpretation of the law cancels their entitlement to incentive pay 
during their absence from their ship. 

The proposed legislation would entitle these crews to incentive pay 
on a full-time basis. 

This is essential. 

Until now we have been able to provide crews for these ballistic 
missile submarines by skimming off the top talent and volunteers 
within the submarine force itself. This source is rapidly being ex- 
hausted. In fact, we have already had to order a few men from con- 
ventional submarines into the Polaris program to meet school quotas 
for personnel for new construction submarines. The basic problem 
stems from the natural reluctance of these men, most of whom have 
families, to forfeit submarine pay for at least a year while they are 
undergoing the rigorous training required and then be confronted 
with the prospect of receiving submarine pay only during the time 
they are on extended patrols. Their contemporaries in other sub- 
marines receive submarine pay continuously. While these men and 
their families are ready to accept the importance and necessity of those 
long patrols and prolonged absences, it is not reasonable to expect that 
they will accept a loss of pay for so doing. 

Favorable consideration of H.R. 10500 will equalize submarine pay 
for the dedicated members of FBM submarine crews. 

Since H.R. 10500 was considered by the House of Representatives, 
the Comptroller General has ruled that the submarine officers who 
operate the bathyscaph 7’rieste are not entitled to submarine pay. 

The Department of Defense requests that you include as an amend- 
ment to H.R. 10500 language which would provide for the payment of 
incentive pay to members of the Armed Forces performing duty as 
operators of submersibles. I have here a proposed amendment which 
would accomplish that purpose: 

Add immediately before the semicolon at the end of line 9 at the end of the 
bill, “; and duty as an operator or crew member of an operation, self-propelled 
submersible, including undersea exploration and research vehicles.” 

The Department of the Navy is actively interested in oceanographic 
research and is conducting or supporting a major portion of the pro- 
gram. In 1958 the Navy purchased from Auguste and Jacques Piccard 
the bathyscaph 7'rieste. This craft has been operated by the Navy 
electronic laboratory at San Diego. On January 23, of this year the 
Trieste successfully dived to a depth of 35,800 feet in the Challenger 
Deep near Guam. 

The 7rieste can submerge deeper than any other underwater craft 
known today. 
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The hazards inherent in the eee of this deep-diving craft are 
comparable to or greater than those encountered in conventional type 
submarines. 

Chairman Russe.u. How is that underwater craft piloted, Admiral? 

Admiral Ramage. It has just a small motor that will enable it to 
move around in position. It is a self-propelled vehicle in the sense 
that it goes by itself. 

Chairman Russs.u. Is that a gasoline-, diesel-, or electric-powered 
motor ¢ 

Admiral Ramage. It is electric, sir. 

For this reason, the Department of the Navy has assigned as opera- 
tors of this unique submersible experienced personnel, qualified in sub- 
mares, and well fitted for the arduous, dangerous, and demanding 

utiles, 

The two submarine officers now assigned to the 7’rieste do not re- 
ceive incentive pay for hazardous duty. The Comptroller General 
of the United States ruled in Decision B—142475, dated May 16, 1960, 
that the Trieste does not qualify as a “submarine” in the meaning of 
that term in pay legislation. The recommended amendment would 
correct this inequity. 

The Department of Defense supports the enactment of the amend- 
ment and has been advised that the Bureau of the Budget has no 
objection. 

This amendment would accomplish the purpose of S. 3636, intro- 
duced by Senator Engle and referred to this committee, the enactment 
of which the Department of Defense urges. I have changed the 
word “operator” in S. 3636 to “operator or crew member” to avoid any 
requirement of a determination that a person actually “operated” the 
submersible during a particular dive. 

I would be happy to answer any questions you may have on the 
subject of submarine pay for fleet ballistic missile submarine crews 
or for operators or crew members of submersibles. 

Chairman Russert. I was rather surprised at one of your state- 
ments there, Admiral, by having to order men from the conventional 
subs to the nuclear subs. 

From what little contacts I have had with the men in the service 
I was of the opinion that many of them were anxious for service on 
these nuclear subs. 

Do you have any difficulty getting volunteers from those who are not 
now assigned to the conventional subs for duty on the nuclear subs? 

Admiral Ramage. Yes, sir; we have up to date. I should correct 
that—up to date we have not had any real difficulty. We have been 
able to fill the crews with qualified submarine personnel to the extent 
that we have ordered some people from conventional submarines into 
the program. They are not all volunteers. 

The Pdasestoes: Well, have you sought any volunteers who were 
not trained in the conventional submarines? 

Admiral Ramage, Yes, sir; we have put out calls on several occa- 
sions to the fleet for any man that wants to get into the nuclear 
program, who volunteers that is, and he is welcome, and we have had 
some volunteers. We have had to go out for a second and third time 
to urge the fleet commanders to emphasize this program. 
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Chairman Russetu. That israther surprising. With the attraction, 
the novelty and the challenge of adventure must be dying out in our 
American youth. 

Adeciia’ Ravson: The first thing, of course, is that this is a long, 
hard training program for the enlisted man and the training program 
extends for over a year and this means a high type of man; a man 
who has certainly a high school education; a man who is well versed 
in electronics and mathematics, and then he still studies up until mid- 
night every night for a full year. 

Chairman Russetx. The opportunities for advancement are some- 
what better, are they not? 

Admiral Ramageer. They are. There is another problem that you 
run into on these submarines. These people are much more capable 
and much better educated and they do advance more quickly, but then 
we have a whole submarine full of chiefs and no Indians, so we do 
have that problem on our hands. 

Chairman Russeux. I would hope that some Indians would get to 
be chiefs also. 

Now the Comptroller has held that a person is not on board a 
submarine for the purpose of submarine incentive pay if he is absent 
from his vessel for more than 15 days. 

This bill would amend the existing law by providing duty on board 
a submarine would include periods of training and rehabilitation after 
assignment to the submarine. 

Under the Navy two-crew concept for the Polaris type vessel, each 
crew would be on station, at sea, for about 4 months out of every year. 

Could you clarify for the committee the fact that under this two- 
crew concept, the extra crew assured in order to receive submarine 
pay would be definitely assigned to the submarine itself and not have 
some beach assignment in order not to become entitled to the incentive 
pay? 

Admiral Ramace. Our plan of operation would be that after the 
submarine had spent 60 days on patrol and returned to its base, either 
in advanced stations or at home as the case may be, that this ¢rew 
would then turn over the submarine to the second crew after a 15-day 
period where they would both be there together to exchange informa- 
tion and become familiar with the problems at hand. 

The first crew would be detached and returned to its home base for 
leave, rehabilitation, and training. It would not be assigned to any 
other duty other than that which was connected with duties aboard 
their assigned submarine. At the end of the 60-day period when 
the other submarine returns from patrol, they would be on hand to 
relieve the second crew as they came in. 

Chairman Russgeii. Now at the present time you have rather strict 
rules in the Navy requiring that a man actually have a billet aboard 
a submarine before he would be entitled to this pay. 

There is no situation comparable to proficiency flight pay where a 
person may hold a ground job but remain entitled to flight pay, based 
on proficiency flying. 

Will those rules continue to apply under this bill ? 

Admiral Ramace. Yes, sir. 


59398—60——2 
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Chairman Russe... How about for this long period of training that 
you are speaking of? Do they get this extra pay during that period 
of training ¢ 

Admiral Ramage. No, sir, that is one of the reasons why the volun- 
teers are not numerous in this program. A man who is in a con- 
ventional submarine, if he has had basic submarine training, he has 
gone to a submarine and qualified as a crew member. 

To get into the nuclear-powered program requires an additional year 
of training. To get into this program, he then goes to school for a 
year or more, during which time he loses his submarine pay because 
he is not attached to and so serving on board a submarine. 

Chairman Russext. It is clear From the terms of this measure that 
this does not entitle him to pay for training? 

Admiral Ramace. That is right. This bill applies only to the sec- 
ond crew in the submarines, where so assigned. 

Chairman Russetx, Now, you state you only intend to apply this to 
the Polaris-type submarine. 

I assume if any nuclear-powered submarines for counterattack on 
other submarines come along, that those people would be entitled to 
the same pay ; would they not? 

Admiral Rastaies. If we went to the two-crew concept, in order to 
keep more subs on station continuously 

Chairman Russeiu. That would require a pretty high degree of pro- 
ficiency to operate those. 

Admiral Ramace. The same proficiency. There is no less pro- 
ficiency for the attack type than the Polaris type. Asa matter of fact, 
I think it might be to the contrary. 

Chairman Russetx. Senator Smith? 

Senator Smrru. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russsxiu. Senator Thurmond ? 

Senator Tourmonp. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russet. Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busu. We have two bills before us here as I see it; right? 

Atdmiral Ramage. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. I am familiar with the one on the bathyscaph. I 
think that is a Senate bill. 

I have seen that operation, and I believe that that is sound. 

Now, I am not quite clear just what the effect of the second bill 
would be. Can you just summarize itagain? I didn’t come in during 
your opening statement. I picked you up at the bathyscaph level. 

Admiral Ramace. Yes, sir. 

The purpose of this bill is to equalize the submarine pay for those 
people on the Polaris submarines, comparable to that of the crews on 
the conventional submarines. 

As it is now, a crew member of the conventional submarine, assigned 
to a conventional submarine, gets submarine pay continuously as long 
as he is assigned to that submarine. 

Senator Busu. Whether it is afloat or ashore ? 

Adimral Ramace. That is right; whether it is operating or tied up 
at the dock, year-round, as long as he is assigned to that submarine. 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Admiral Ramace. Now, in the case of the Polaris submarine where 
we take one crew off and put another one on, when the second crew is 
off, according to legislation now, they lose submarine pay. In other 
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words, we are asking that submarine crews of the Polaris submarines, 
under present legislation, to forfeit 40 percent of their submarine 
pay, to go out on these long, extended patrols, and while their friends 
stay at home with their wives and families and draw full submarine 
pay. 
In other words, what we are trying to do is equalize here, and we 
are not asking for anything more, but just to give them comparable 
pay. Again, for Polaris submarines, the training for officers is about 
2 years, and for the men about 1 year, so they have already given up 
that much submarine pay, plus the time they are in the yard fitting 
out up to builder’s trial runs, but after they have been on patrol and 
temporarily relieved, they lose it. 

In other words, we are asking them to do more for less. 

Senator Busu. What is the differential involved here? Do you 
have an approximate percentage you can give me ? 

Admiral Ramage. It is comparable to flight pay, and it is graduated 
for rank and rate. 

Now, for instance, an admiral, if he were out there, would not re- 
ceive as much pay as a captain. I think the captain is the highest 
grade now, but it is graded. 

Chairman Russet. It is $50 to $105 for a month for enlisted men, 
and for commissioned personnel it is comparable to flight pay ? 

Admiral Ramacr. That is right. 

Chairman Russety. Senator Cannon ? 

Senator Cannon. Do you have any estimate of the cost ? 

Admiral Ramage. This bill would cost, for each year, for the first 
nine submarines that we have in the program to date as follows: for 
1961 the cost would be $281,000. In 1962 it would go up to $460,800. 


In 1963 it would reach the high os of $648,700, and then would re- 


duce to $623,700 in 1964 when submarine personnel would be manning 
the submarine on a normal rotation. 

This takes care of the time between regular patrols such as refresher 
training, rehabilitation leave and transit to and from home base. 

Senator Cannon. When the crew has been relieved and in port, are 
they training as a crew ? 

Admiral Ramage. Yes, sir. 

We will have team trainers, where they will have the same sort of 
equipment they have on the submarine, the engineers will be on re- 
actor simulators, guided missile people will be on weapon team train- 
ers, etc. 

Senator Cannon. When you have the position of some of those 
crews, under this provision you assign a new man to the crew who is 
in port and training, would he go on the submarine? 

dmiral Ramage. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Russecy. You mean, during the course of training? 

Admiral Ramage. He is assigned to the crew, sir. I don’t mean in 
preliminary training, not before he is assigned to the crew. 

Chairman Russeuy. I had understood you to testify, and I want 
this perfectly clear for the record, that this pay would not be applic- 
able until the trainee had finished his preliminary course and had 
been assigned to an actual billet aboard a submarine. 

Admiral Ramage. That is right. 

Chairman Russet. Is that correct? 

Admiral Ramace. That is correct. 
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Now, my answer was that if the second crew was back at the base, 
training, and they assigned a man to this crew to fill a vacancy, then 
he waeld pick up submarine pay because he is assigned a billet in that 
crew and, as such, would have completed his preliminary training, 
and all that. 

Senator Cannon. In other words, he could have been drawing the 
pay even though he was in a training status and had not actually 

een with the submarine at that time, until his crew goes back? 

Admiral Ramage. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cannon. Nothing further, Mr, Chairman. 

Chairman Russetx. I suppose that the Navy hopes that if this bill 
is enacted it will make this nuclear service attractive enough to get 
people off of conventional submarines and then start in training some 
men for the conventional submarines. 

Admiral Ramace. We should hope so; yes, sir. I am sure it will. 
The main thing now is that they are losing considerable pay, and this 
is a very important consideration. 

Chairman Russetu. If there are no further questions, we thank 
you, Admiral. 

(Subsequently, in executive session, the committee voted to report 
H.R. 10500 with an amendment (provisions of S. 3636 incorporated) 
as covered by S. Rept, 1732.) 


H.R. 11787 


Chairman Russexu. The next bill that we have a hearing on is H.R. 
11787, a bill authorizing a 4-year extension in the authority for flight 
instruction for members of the ROTC program. 


This authority originally was approved in 1956, and unless extended 
it put on August 1, 1960. 
(H.R. 11787 follows :) 


(H.R. 11787, 86th Cong., 24 sess.] 


AN ACT To authorize a continuation of flight instruction for members of the Reserve 
Officers’ Training Corps until August 1, 1964 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 32 of the Act of September 2, 
1958, Public Law 85-861 (72 Stat. 1564), is amended by striking out the words 
“four years” and inserting the words “eight years” in place thereof. 

Passed the House of Representatives June 6, 1960. 

Attest : 


Rap R. Roserts, Clerk. 
Chairman Russeiu. The departmental recommendation apparently 
requested permanent authority for the program, and the bill was 
amended in the other body to provide a 4-year extension of the au- 
thority. 
The witness on this bill is Lt. Col. Robert L. Bobbett, Directorate 
of Personnel, Procurement and Training, Air Force Headquarters. 


STATEMENT OF LT. COL. ROBERT L. BOBBETT, DIRECTORATE OF 
PERSONNEL, PROCUREMENT AND TRAINING, OFFICE OF THE 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, AIR FORCE HEADQUARTERS 


Colonel Boszerr. I am Lt. Col. Robert L. Bobbett, Headquarters, 
United States Air Force, representing the Department of Defense. 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, on behalf of the 
Department of Defense, I wish to express my appreciation for being 
permitted to testify before your committee in support of H.R. 11787. 

The purpose of this legislation is to assure the continuation of the 
ROTC flight training program which, if not extended, will expire 
aaa 1, 1960 (72 Stat. 1564). 

he Departments of the Army and the Air Force have participated 
in the ROTC flight instruction program since fiscal year 1957. The 
Department of the Navy established the program at two schools— 
University of Illinois and Purdue University—during fiscal year 1957 
and discontinued the training in fiscal year 1959; however, the Navy 
has requested that no change be made in the law which presently au- 
thorizes its participation in such training. 

The experience of the Army and the Air Force during the first 3 
years of operation of the ROTC flight training program reveals: 

(a) The reaction of cadets, military personnel assigned to ROTC 
duty, and university officials concerning this program has been en- 
thusiastic. The comments of officers assigned to ROTC duty indicate 
that this program has done more to stimulate the interest in military 
service among college students than has any previous program es- 
tablished for this purpose. 

(6) The elimination rate of Air Force pilot trainees whose back- 
grounds include ROTC flight training has been approximately one- 
half the rate of those who did not have the ROTC flight training. 
This reduced attrition rate has resulted in a lower average cost for 
training new Air Force pilots. 

The Army has experienced a similar benefit wherein the attrition 
rate of their flight-trained ROTC graduates is approximately one- 
third the rate oF other Army pilot trainees. This sharp reduction in 
attrition is the result of identifying and eliminating the weaker cadets 
before they enter pilot training and to the increased confidence and 
experience gained by those cadets who successfully complete light 
plane training. 

This relatively inexpensive program has increased the efficiency of 
the Army and Air Force pilot training programs and has reduced the 
costs normally associated with pilot training. 

The House of Representatives amended H.R. 11787 to provide a 
4-year extension of the present temporary authority instead of pro- 
viding the permanent program which, we believe, the success of the 
experimental program justifies. While preferring such permanent 
omer the Department of Defense does support H.R. 11787 as 
amended. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be glad to answer any questions 
you or members of the committee may have. 

_ Chairman Russetz. How many ROTC cadets are taking this train- 
ing at the present time ? 

Colonel Bosserr. At the present time, sir, we have 1,596 in the 
Air Force and 490 in the Army. 

The Crarrman. About what is the cost per trainee ? 

Colonel Bosserr. The cost per trainee is approximately $500 per 
Air Force student, and $535 per Army student. 

The difference in the cost is due to the ground school instruction. 
The Air Force cadets get much of their flight training, ground in- 
struction, as a part of their normal curriculum. 
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The Army, of course, must pay extra for this, as it is not part of 
their regular flight training curriculum. 

Chairan Russet.. When you first said it cost a little more for the 
Army, I thought perhaps it was because the Air Force had a little 
more than three times as many. 

Senator Smith ? 

Senator Ssaru. No question, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russe.y. Senator Thurmond ? 

Senator THurmonp. Did I understand the normal purpose of this 
bill is to assure the continuation of the flight instruction program ? 

Colonel Boszerr. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Tuurmonp. That is the purpose of the bill; is that right? 

Colonel Boszerr. Yes, sir. 

Senator TuHurmonp. I believe this program was instituted in 1956. 

Colonel Bosserr. In fiscal 1957, sir. 

Senator Tuurmonp. This program is a great help to you, as I 
understand it, but to identify those cadets who are obviously lacking 
in aptitude would be the main purpose of the program. It is valuable 
from that standpoint. 

Colonel Bozserr. Yes, sir, it is. 

Senator THurmMonp. The program has had some success ? 

Colonel Bosserr. Both financially, and it has been a success because 
of the fact that we get a better student in the undergraduate flying 
training programs. 

Senator THurmonp. And all those programs cost about $950,000 
a year? 

‘Colonel Bosserr. And it has saved you money. It has saved us over 
$8,000 per graduate. In other words, it will cost the Government ap- 
proximately $85,000 to train a pilot today. 

Senator THurmonp. $85,000? 

Colonel Bosperr. Yes, sir; for one who has not had this flight 
instruction training. However, due to the lower attrition rates among 
pilots who have had this training, we can train these pilots for ap- 
proximately $77,000, or a savings of approximately $8,100 per student, 
due to the lower attrition. 

You have to put fewer of these pilots into the program, fewer of 
them wash out, and throughout the overall program fewer resources 
have been devoted to their training. 

Senator Tuurmonp. In other words, you are able to identify those, 
before you go any further, who lack the essential qualities for officers ? 

Colonel Bosserr. That is right, sir. The washout rate is approxi- 
mately one-half. 

Senator THurmonp, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russe... Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, how many years does a student par- 
ticipate in this program ? 

‘olonel Boszett. His senior year only. 

Senator Busu. Only his senior year? 

Colonel Bosserr. Yes, sir. The program lasts for approximately 
4 to 12 months. 

Senator Busu. Does he have to be an Air Force cadet in a college 
in order to get into this flight program ? 


se oe oo ae ogg me 
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Colonel Boszerr. Yes, sir, he does. 

Senator Busu. This is a supplementary program to the Regular 
Air Force undergraduate program ¢ 

Colonel Bosserr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. It is supplementary ? 

Colonel Bossert. Yes, sir; it is supplementary, and commits him to 
Air Force pilot training. 

Senator Busx. Where does he get the pilot training while he is in 
college? Take any university, and illustrate it. 

Colonel Borserr. The university goes on the open market and con- 
tracts with a local flying school to administer a 35-hour flying course 
that is supervised by the FAA. These people, if they qualify, will 
have an FAA private pilot’s certificate when they graduate. 

Senator Busu. So the thing that is extra is just the flying training 
itself ? 

Colonel Bosserr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. To get a license? 

Colonel Bosserr. The purpose is not to get a license. The train- 
ing is of such caliber that they can achieve a license. 

Senator Bus. I see. Thank you. 

Chairman Russet... Senator Cannon ? 

Senator Cannon. In answer to Senator Bush, then, these students 
do actually have to commit themselves to the Air Force pilot training 
program ? 

Colonel Bopserr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cannon. How many colleges do you have that participate 
in this. program ? 

Colonel Bosserr. The Air Force has 162 institutions this year. 
The Army has 65. 

Senator Cannon. And has the student load been reduced or in- 
creased over the last few years? 

Colonel Boxsserr. It has gradually increased to the present state 
and we anticipate that it should level off at approximately its cur- 
rent rate. This is due to the decrease in the Air Force requirement 
for pilot trainees and the two will be, of course, geared together. 

Senator Cannon. You have a demand for more vacancies than 
you have actually authorized at the present time ? 

. Colonel Bosserr. I would say, sir, that the demand and the require- 
ments are approximately offsetting each other at this time. 

Senator Cannon. Do I understand by that then, that you have about 
1,596 students that have evidenced interest in it, and those are the 
ones you are making the program available to through these colleges ? 

Colonel Bozszerr. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Cannon. And if you had more applications, would you 
recommend that the program be increased?. _ 

Colonel Bosserr. Yes, sir, I would for this purpose. It would 
give us, of course, greater selectivity. There is a point of where you 
reach your maximum efficiency where it would not be good to say 
take 3,000 when you only need 1,500. We need approximately 1,500 
to 2,000 qualified ROTC graduates to enter the pilot training program 
each year. 

Now we can be selective within those people. 
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Senator Cannon. Why do you say that you need 1,500 to 3,000 
ROTC graduates? You actually have more people than that entering 
the program each year, entering the pilot training program. 

Colonel Bosserr. There will not many more than that in the 
future, sir. Now, our primary source of pilots in the future will be 
the Air Force ROTC. We will have a few from officer candidate 
school, officer training school, and a very few other commissioned 
types of officers who will convert from their other duties to pilot 
training. We no longer, as you know, have the aviation cadet 
program. 

Senator Cannon. How may, for example, this next year, will you 
have entering the pilot program? 

Colonel Bosserr. There will be approximately 2,200. 

Senator Cannon. So out of those you would anticipate that you 
have 1,596 Jess the ones that didn’t wash out in this program that 
entered ? 

Colonel Bosserr. That is correct, and we anticipate approximately 
95 percent of those to successfully complete the training will enter 
Air Force pilot training. 

Senator Cannon. What is the attrition rate of this 1,596? How 
many of them do you lose by the end of the program ? 

Colonel Bossertr. We lose according to our best statistics, we would 
lose—well, it would be approximately 30. 

Senator Cannon. You would lose a third of them in the college 
program ? 

Colonel Bosserr. No, sir, not in the college program. 

Senator Cannon. I am talking about the college program. 

Colonel Bosserr. We would lose about 16 percent. 

Senator Cannon. About 16 percent in the college program and the 
remainder then go into the other program. 

Colonel Bosperr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cannon. Nothing further. 

Chairman Russeit. Where do you put the graduates of the Air 
Force Academy? You fill up all of your slots with pilot training with 
these boys? 

Colonel Bosserr. That is a very good question, sir. When they 
graduate, they go into pilot training. This month they enter the 
later parts a few of them, and they enter next month. We hold a 
special class open for them at the regular time. 

We defer some of the other students so the Academy graduates 
= enter with as little time after their leave, with no abnormal 

elays. 
Chainnan Russe... If you have a decreasing number of pilots and 
you have constantly been warning the Congress that the manned air- 
plane is on the way out, and I think you pushed it much faster than 
any facts would justify, but that has been the Air Force position, and 
you have 1,596 here and going up to 2,200 for 1,500 slots, I don’t see 
where the Air Force graduates are going to get in. 

Now the Air Force Academy is increasing in size, and you are 
graduating more men out there every year. 

Célondl Hoenerr. We want to train a given number of pilots each 
year. We have to crank into this pipeline considerably higher numbers 
than of course comes out of the other end. The attrition is spread out 
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over the entire 1 year and 3 weeks of training. In the past, we are 
finding that our attrition will run from 30 to 50 percent of a given 
class. 

Therefore, to get out 1,500, we have to crank in somewhere around 
2,200. But we adjust to this continually to fit the current attrition 
rate, and we find that these people from the ROTC flying training 
program attrite at a much lower rate and therefore, require less of 
them than the other type of people. 

Chairman Russett. You close down all of your primary contract 
training schools? 

Colonel Bosserr. Yes. They are programed to close in December, 
and they will reopen 3 months later as a part of the consolidated 
flying training program at the seven Air Force bases. 

Chairman Russeiy. The same argument that applies to that kind 
of contract flying you don’t think has any application to this kind ? 

Colonel Bosserr. No, sir, it does not. It would not be practical 
for the Air Force to put instructors at these ROTC institutions. 

At some schools, there are as little as 1 or 2 cadets that participate 
in the program. This can be economically handled by a contractor. 

Chairman Russeti. You are handling your preliminary training 
by contract, are you not ? 

Colonel Bosserr. Yes, sir; and I gather that what you are driving 
at, sir, the program to divert from this to the other program. We 
are now spending, as you know, some 240,000 hours of training each 
year on civilian instructors. 

This experience level is being absorbed by civilians who have done 
an excellent job in the past, but this experience is lost to the Air Force. 

Chairman Russetu. I understand all of that, the jet planes and so 
forth, but it seems to me that the same argument would apply as 
against this. But we won’t go into that. 

Senator Beall ? 

Senator Bratt. I have no questions. 

Senator Cannon. Mr. Chairman, may I ask another ? 

Chairman Russetxi. Yes 

Senator Cannon, How many men do you have from the Air Force 
Academy or do you anticipate that will enter the flying program ? 

Colonel Bosserr. Approximately 300 a year. 

Senator Busu. How many? 

Colonel Bosserr. 300, sir. 

Senator Cannon. And you expect that to be constant, that 300 a 
year ? 

Colonel Bosserr. I believe that it will go up, sir, in the future, but 
it has virtually reached its peak. The Academy, as I understand it, 
has not reached their peak enrollment at this time, and therefore it 
will go up in the future. 

Senator Cannon. If it goes up, do you anticipate that you will 
reduce this program accordingly ? 

Colonel Boszerr. This would be proportionately reduced. 

Senator Cannon. In other words, you would not give this priority 
over the Academy program ? 

Colonel Bosserr, No, sir. 


59398—60——3 
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Let me place your mind at ease on this. If it ever comes to that, 
that we do not need this program, we shall be the first to let you 
know. 


Chairman Russet. One further question. These men, after they 


complete this program, do they go in there in a second lieutenant 
status? 


Colonel Boszerr. Yes, sir. Everyone in our pilot program training 
now is a commissioned officer. 

Senator Cannon. Nothing further. Thank you, Colonel. 

Chairman Russetu. Thank you. 

(Subsequently, in executive session, the committee voted to report 
H.R. 11787 without amendment, as covered by S. Rept. 1673.) 


H.R .1157 


Chairman Russextu. The next bill is H.R. 1157, which is designed 
to promote the economic and social development of the Ryukyu 
Islands. 

(H.R. 1157 is as follows:) 


(H.R. 1157, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


AN ACT To provide for promotion of onemanaie and social development in the Ryukyu 
slands 


Bt it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That, in the exercise by the President 
of the authority over the Ryukyu Islands granted the United States by article 3 
of the treaty of peace with Japan, every effort shall be made to improve the wel- 
fare and well-being of the inhabitants of the Ryukyu Islands and to promote 
their economic and cultural advancement, during such time as the United States 
continues to retain authority over the Ryukyu Islands. 

Sec. 2. All fines, fees, forfeitures, taxes, assessments, and any other revenues 
received by the Government of the Ryukyu Islands shall be covered into the 
treasury of the Ryukyu Islands and shall be available for expenditure by the 
Government of the Ryukyu Islands. 

Sec. 3. Revenues derived by the United States civil administration of the 
Ryukyu Islands from the following sources shall be deposited in separate funds, 
which are hereby authorized to be established by the High Commissioner of the 
Ryukyu Islands, and shall be available for obligation and expenditure in accor- 
dance with annual budget programs approved by the President : 

(a) Public-benefit trusts, business-type operations, funds, and enterprises 
established by the civil administration of the Ryukyu Islands, or its predecessor 
agencies ; 

(b) Corporations wholly or partly owned by the civil administration of the 
Ryukyu Islands; and 

(c) Fines, fees, and forfeitures received by the civil administration of the 
Ryukyu Islands. 

Sec. 4. Beginning with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, and annually 
thereafter, the Secretary of the Treasury shall ascertain, from information fur- 
nished by the High Commissioner of the Ryukyu Islands, the amount of Federal 
income taxes withheld at the source during the fiscal year, under the internal 
revenue laws of the United States, from persons stationed or employed in the 
Ryukyu Islands. An amount equivalent to that so determined, less the esti- 
mated amount of refunds and credits, and not to exceed $6,000,000 in any fiscal 
year, is hereby set aside to the High Commissioner of the Ryukyu Islands. Such 
credits shall be kept in a separate account to be established by the High Com- 
missioner of the Ryukyu Islands, and shall be available for obligation and 
expenditures, within such limitations as may be provided hereafter in appro- 
priations acts in accordance with programs approved by the President, for: 
(a) promoting the economic development of the Ryukyu Islands and improving 
the welfare of the inhabitants thereof; (b) reimbursing the Government of the 
Ryukyu Islands for services performed for the benefit of and by reason of the 
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presence of the Armed Forces of the United States within the Ryukyu Islands, 
including but not limited to reimbursement for such services in the fields of 
public health and safety, in annual amounts which may be paid in advance to 
the Government of the Ryukyu Islands; and (c) emergency purposes related to 
typhoons or other disasters in the Ryukyu Islands. Preference shall be given to 
programs in which the Government of the Ryukyu Islands participates by shar- 
ing part of the costs or contributing other resources. Any unobligated balance in 
the account in excess of $6,000,000 at the end of any fiscal year shall be trans- 
ferred and paid over to the United States Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 

Src. 5. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated by the Congress of the 
United States such sums as may be necessary and appropriate to carry out the 
provisions and purposes of this Act. 

Sec. 6. The term “Ryukyu Islands,” as used in this Act, means Nansei Shoto 
south of twenty-nine degrees north latitude, excluding the islands in the Amami 
Oshima group with respect to which all rights and interests of the United States 
under article 3 of the Treaty of Peace with Japan have been relinquished to 
Japan. 

Sec. 7. Nothing in this Act shall be construed to extend the application of any 
law of the United States to the Ryukyu Islands which would not otherwise be 
applicable there. 

Sec. 8. All financial transactions of the United States civil administration 
of the Ryukyu Islands, including such transactions of all agencies or instrumen- 
talities established or utilized by such administration, shall be audited by the 
General Accounting Office in accordance with the provisions of the Budget and 
Accounting Act, 1921, as amended, and the Accounting and Auditing Act of 1950, 
as amended. The representatives of the General Accounting Office shall have 
access to all books, accounts, records, reports, files, and all other papers, things, 
or property belonging to or in use by such administration, agencies, or instru- 
mentalities, and necessary to facilitate the audit. This section does not apply 
to the Government of the Ryukyu Islands. 

Passed the House of Representatives May 23, 1960. 

Attest: 

RatpH R. Roserts, Clerk. 


Chairman Russety. The Department witness on this bill is Maj. 
Gen. A. D. Mead, Chief of Civil Affairs, Department of the Army. 
Have a seat, General, and proceed. 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. A. D. MEAD, CHIEF OF CIVIL AFFAIRS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY; ACCOMPANIED BY BRIG. GEN. 
VONNA F. BURGER, U.S. ARMY (RETIRED) 


General Mrap. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, it is a privilege to 
appear before you today to support the adoption of legislation to 
provide on a continuing basis for the promotion of the economic and 
social develpment of the Ryukyu Islands in which the United States 
has extremely important interests and responsibilities. 

The members of this committee are in a special position to ap- 
yreciate the strategic importance of the Ryukyus to the United 

tates. Because of their location, these islands provide an essential 

link in our worldwide defense system. In this respect their value to 
the United States and to the entire free world is immeasurable. It 
is for this reason that, in the budget of the United States for fiscal 
year 1961, the President stated : 

Since a system of military bases and other installations pertinent to the 
defense of the Pacific areas has been developed in these islands which are of 
critical strategic importance to the security of the free world, it is expected 
that the United States will be responsible for their administration for an in- 
definite period. 

It is because we believe that the United States can fulfill this re- 
sponsibility more effectively and productively that we respectfully 
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urge the Congress to adopt the bill which this committee has before 
it for consideration. 

To facilitate such consideration, I should first explain what re. 
sources are available now to support the Government and economy 
of the Ryukyu Islands, and how the requested legislation relates to 
them. There are three general categories of funds for expenditure in 
behalf of the 855,000 inhabitants of the Ryukyus. The first of these 
is the revenues of the indigenous Government of the Ryukyu Islands 
which are derived from taxes, assessments, fines, fees, and forfeitures, 
and some other sources, and are collected principally from the 
Ryukyuan people. They are used for normal governmental pur- 
poses such as education, public health and welfare, public safety, 
public works and services, economic development, and general gov- 
ernment. These revenues have increased from $11.7 million in fiscal 
year 1955 to an estimated $22.4 million in 1960, reflecting a sincere 
effort by the Ryukyuans to carry their own burdens and representing 
the optimum levies on the people which are considered practicable in 
view of their present economic conditions and problems. These 
revenues are presently appropriated and expended as provided by the 
Ryukyuan Legislature. Section 2 of H.R. 1157 would not change 
this situation but it would give congressional sanction to the au- 
thority of the Ryukyuan Government, implied in Executive Order 
10713, to appropriate and expend their own revenues. Ryukyuan 
revenues, however, are not now and never have been sufficient to meet 
all of the requirements and must be supplemented by U.S. grants 
and from U.S. civil administration revenues, covered by other sec- 
tions of the bill. 

The second category of funds available for expenditure on behaif 
of the Ryukyus is the revenues of the U.S. civil administration. Pos- 
session and control of certain of the assets purchased with or gen- 
erated by Government and Relief in Occupied Areas (GARIOA) 
and subsequent appropriations for the Ryukyuan people have been ob- 
tained by the civil administration for either security or technical and 
economic reasons. These assets include cash, electric power generat- 
ing and transmission facilities, bulk petroleum distribution facilities, 
warehouses, a refrigerating plant, domestic housing, and water dis- 
tribution facilities. Some of these were approved by the Congress 
to provide facilities for the direct use of the Ryukyuan people, such 
as the warehouses, refrigeration plant, and water facilities. Others 
were designed for a dual purpose, as for example, to provide elec- 
trical power for Ryukyuan consumption and a source of Ryukyuan 
revenue through the lease of the power facilities to the U.S. Forces. 
For administrative purposes these assets have in most cases been capi- 
talized to form U.S. civil administration wholly owned corporations 
and agencies such as the Ryukyuan Electric Power Corporation and 
the Ryukyu Development Loan Corporation. It is estimated that at 
the close of this fiscal year the net worth value of such assets will be 
approximately $45.8 million, with a future earning capacity of ap- 
proximately $2.7 million annually. These earnings are either rein- 
vested or otherwise employed—in accordance with U.S. approved 
programs—to meet the growing requirements of the expanding econ- 
omy. They may not be used to augment or substitute for U.S. mili- 
tary appropriations or other U.S. Government agencies’ funding 
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requirements. The proposed legislation would give congressional 
sanction, in section 3, to the continued employment of these revenues 
in the same manner as they are now used and would establish statu- 
tory control over the use of such funds. As mentioned, these revenues 
are expected to amount to approximately $2.7 million annually, to 
which would be added a relatively small amount deriving primarily 
from fines received by the civil administration courts which are now 
being turned over to the U.S. Treasury. 

The remaining or third category of funds available to support the 
Government and economy of the Ryukyu Islands consists of direct 
U.S. grants. As the members of this committee are aware, the Con- 
gress has annually appropriated funds under GARIOA, and subse- 
quently under other titles, for the rehabilitation and development of 
the Ryukyu Islands. From a peak of $50 million in 1950, the annual 
appropriations for relief, rehabilitation, and development of the 
Ryukyus declined to a low of about $1 million in fiscal year 1957, but 
have since moved progressively upward toward the level of $6 mil- 
lion which we consider necessary to fulfill the civil administration 
responsibilities. For fiscal year 1960, for example, the Congress ap- 
proved $3.5 million for Ryukyuan economic aid, and for fiscal year 
1961 is considering a request for $4.5 million. It is to be noted that 
neither of these amounts covers funds for disaster relief aid which 
have been obtained heretofore by reprograming, with serious difficulty 
and delay, cash proceeds from Public Law 480 commodity sales in 
other parts of the world. Section 4 of H.R. 1157 will authorize annual 
appropriations for emergency purposes relating to typhoon or other 
disasters, as well as for promoting the economic development and wel- 
fare of the Ryukyus, and for reimbursing the Ryukyuan Government 
for services performed for and and because of the presence of the 
Armed Forces of the United States within the Ryukyu Islands. This 
section would establish specific statutory authorization for appropria- 
tions heretofore made on the basis of treaty authority. 

Because section 4 of the bill relates these amounts to a portion of 
the U.S. income taxes withheld from persons stationed or employed 
in the Ryukyu Islands, a special word of explanation may be desired. 
At the present time withheld Federal income taxes of persons in the 
Ryukyus amount to an estimated $9 million. The great bulk of such 
taxes are on the income of U.S. Government military and civilian per- 
sonnel, although there are some American businessmen in the islands 
who are subject to U.S. withholding tax. Unlike comparable finan- 
cial arrangements provided by the Congress for the Virgin Islands, 
Guam, and some other areas, all Federal income taxes withheld from 

ersons in the Ryukyus would continue to be paid into the U.S. 

reasury. If the net amount so received exceeds $6 million, as it 
does today, the excess would be retained by the Treasury and $6 
million would be set aside for approved programs for the Ryukyus, 
subject of course to such limitations as might be provided in appro- 
priations acts. Thus, the funds so provided would be subject to both 
congressional and executive controls. At the same time, however, 
this arrangement offers definite advantages. In addition to provid- 
ing a specific legal basis fer such appropriations, it will further 
normalize U.S, financial administration of the area, and create a 
more meaningful relationship between the Ryukyuan people and the 
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individual American there who, through U.S. taxes paid of his income, 
will be contributing directly to the welfare of the islands. Regard- 
ing this last consideration, a witness before the House committee ap- 
propriately made the point that since it is our intention to remain in 
ioe revi indefinitely, this will demonstrate our sincere interests 
in such a way “as will make the inhabitants want to have our troops 
remain on the islands.” 

The committee is probably aware that because the Ryukyus are 
under the jurisdiction of the United States they do not qualify for 
the benefits provided to friendly foreign governments under the 
Mutual Security Act or other assistance programs such as the Devel- 
opment Loan Fund and the World Bank. Neither do they receive 
the benefits which are accorded territorial and insular possessions of 
the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, it is believed that the remaining sections of this 
bill require no comment from the Army. It should be noted, how- 
ever, that, as in years past, the funds necessary for the administra- 
tive activities of the civil administration will be treated separately, 
subject to specific annual limitations. It is not anticipated, however, 
that such costs will be increased as a result of this proposed legisla- 
tion. 

The Secretary of Defense, by letter to you, Mr. Chairman, expressed 
his strong support of the bill. It has, of course, the endorsement of 
the Bureau of the Budget. The Comptroller General of the United 
States was quoted in the House of Representatives as stating: 

We agree that legislation such as that contained in H.R. 1157 is desirable in 
order to provide a basis in law for the programs referred to therein. Further- 
more, the provisions of section 3(b) would serve to remove any doubt as to the 
authority of the U.S. civil administration of the Ryukyu Islands to create cor- 
porations wholly or partly owned or controlled by the civil administration 


which might arise by reason of section 304 of the Government Corporation 
Control Act. 


In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I should like to repeat an observation 
with which the House Committee on Armed Services expressed whole- 
hearted concurrence. That is: 


A * * * very important reason for asking the Congress for this legislation is 
to give some sense of belonging to the Ryukyuan man on the street. It is our 
belief that legislation of the nature proposed would give the Ryukyuan a sense 
of belonging which he does not now have, a feeling that the United States is in- 
terested in his welfare and well-being and that the people of the United States 
are willing to pledge continuation of that interest as long as the present arrange- 
ment of control exists. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. I appreciate 
the opportunity which the committee has afforded me to testify in 
support of H.R. 1157, and I shall endeavor to answer any questions 
which the members of the committee may care to ask. 

Chairman Russet. General, there is a little item that is involved 
in this legislation of fines, fees, and forefeitures. It isnot a large sum, 
I think it has been around $80,000 a year, but it has gone into the 
Treasury, and if this bill were enacted, it would divert it directly to 
the Ryukyuan administration. 

General Mrap. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Russetx. Are those fines, fees, and forfeitures that are 
paid by American troops there or by the Ryukyuans or by both? 
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General Mxap. It applies principally to the Ryukyuans but could 
apply to any nationals. 

Now American troops would not, or they are not commonly tried in 
the Ryukyuan courts 

Chairman Russextxy. That is what I wanted to get at, whether we 
had some kind of status-of-forces agreement, or whether you tried 
them under your own court-martial system. 

General Mrap. Our own court-martial jurisdiction is complete. We 
require no status-of-forces agreement. We exercise effective sover- 
eignty over these islands. 

Chairman Russet. I have strongly supported in the Committee on 
Appropriations various appropriations that really were not authorized 
by law and would have been subject to a point of order to build electric 
powerplants and things of that nature in the Ryukyuan Islands, and 
I think they are quite a source of income to the local administration 
there at this time. 

I was well aware of the pathetic position of some of these Ryukyuans 
and if they were a free and independent nation under some sort of a 
chief, they could threaten to turn Communist and they could get on 
the mutual security in foreign aid programs and borrow money under 
the World Bank and every other thing. 

So I felt that responsibility for them. But I don’t like this idea 
of earmarking these taxes that are paid by the American personnel 
over there and, for my part, I don’t propose to set that precedent. 

I am perfectly willing to pass this bill with an authorization per- 
mitting the appropriation of $6 million a year for the Ryukyuans, but 
we are too far spread all over the world in too many places for me 
to be willing to adopt a policy of earmarking a portion of the taxes 
of American personnel in some foreign land for that purpose. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Chairman, I concur in what the chairman 
just said. If our objective is to try to improve the economy and assist 
in making for better social and economic conditions in the island, 
and therefore greater stability, it seems to me to be a dangerous 
precedent indeed to atempt to make that effort by tying it to the 
take-home pay or the income tax of our people. Where does that lead 
you? I mean, they are going to make all sorts of demands. 

I think the effort should be to provide for the military a better local 
environment and to go about it in a way that will make some sense. 

I think we should do it if it is necessary, but I don’t think we 
should tie it to some uncertain situation that would, in the end, open 
the door for all sorts of demands. 

The thing should be determined on the merits of what you should 
do and then do it. But let’s don’t make the effort contingent upon 
the return from Federal income taxes of our personnel. I just don’t 
understand the philosophy there. 

Chairman Russet. I don’t either. 

Senator Jackson. This gives it all the earmarks of imperialism. I 
mean, if I were a good educator on the other side, I could twist this 
around in a great way. 

I think psychologically, General, it is a bad thing. 

General Mrap, I wasn’t present when this bill was initially drawn 
but I understand that this procedure proposed was derived, in fact 
it has its precedent, in the Virgin Islands and Guam. 
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b Senator Jounson. But those islands are possessions of the United 
tates. 

General Mrap. I don’t feel it is an essential element. 

Senator JouHnson. I would use that argument and twist it around 
the other way, General. I would say that we are attempting to take 
over these islands by applying precedents that are applicable to areas 
that are possessions of the United States; namely, Guam and the 
Virgin Islands; you see? 

I think it is an argument the other way. We are not, at least, 
announcing that this area is to become a possession of the United 
States. 

General Mean. That is true. 

Senator Jackson. This proves the allegation against us. 

General Meap. Under article III of the treaty, this territory could 
remain under the jurisdiction of the United States for 1,000 years. 

Senator Jackson. I understand, but those agreements don’t always 
mean too much. The real difficulty is that out there, as I understand 
the situation, there is not a very strong sentiment for becoming a part 
of the United States. 

General Mrap. I don’t know of any such sentiment. 

Senator Busu. May I ask a question there? Are you finished? 

Chairman Russetu. Senator Smith, are you willing to yield? 

Senator Smiru. Yes. 

Senator Bus. It is right in line with the Senator’s questioning. 

I can see why you would use the $6 million figure from tax reve- 
nues as a justification for an authorization, but is it necessary to do 
that? Why can’t the bill simply provide for the authorization with- 
out tying it into the tax returns? 

General Meap. I think it can. 

Senator Busy. There is no reason why it can’t be done. 

General Mxap. I think that would be very adequate. 

Senator Busu. I think the chairman’s point is very well taken, and 
Senator Jackson’s point, because this is the kind of precedent that I 
object to generally, tying Federal revenues from income taxes into 
specific purposes. I think it isa very bad thing. 

Chairman Russexvz. Senator, they are only asking for $6 million 
and we are just spending $4 million out there and our military per- 
sonnel spend $10 million, and if we pass this thing, you can be assured 
that they will be back here next year and say, you just gave us half of 
our taxes; we want all of it. 

I believe the budget for next year is $4.5 million for this purpose. 

General Mzap. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Russexz. So it is $6 million if we just give you a general 
authorization and that would be adequate to take care of the imme- 
diate needs there for the immediate future. 

General Mean. As we see it, Senator, this would be so. 

Mr. Chairman, may I say one more thing ? 

Chairman Russe... Yes, sir. 

General Mzap. In connection with the provisions here of the pro- 
posed legislation, there is language in here in connection with this 
withholding or setting aside of the moneys which provides for the 
eee Teper of a reserve for these natural disasters that strike these 
islands. 
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Chairman Russet. For what? 

General Meap. For the natural disasters. 

Chairman Russett. We have been giving them assistance for that 
from the other funds for some time; haven’t we ? 

General Mrap. I assure you, sir, it has been quite a scramble. 

Chairman Russetx. It always is a scramble to get the money. 

General Mrap. It has taken us 6 months to find $1.1 million of hard 
currencies to take care of the damages that were done in three succes- 
sive typhoons and tidal waves. 

Chairman Russext. Couldn’t you do that just as well under the 
authorization in making the funds available as you could by saying, 
we are going to take a certain cut of the income taxes paid by Amer- 
can military personnel ? 

General Mean. I expect so. I am not an expert in these things, but 
I would hope that some way could be provided whereby a precedent 
would be given to the concept of accumulating a reserve against these 
contingencies. 

Chairman Russe.u. If you have that in the bill, we won’t disturb 
that part of it and you could do that out of your appropriated funds 
as well as you could your tax revenues. 

Any questions? 

Senator Smiru. I have no questions. 

Senator THurmonp. Mr. Chairman, I would like to commend Gen- 
eral Mead on the particular type of work he has been doing. I hap- 
pen to be familiar with this work and I would want to say that I, as 
a member of the Armed Services Committee, appreciate the magnif- 
icent work that he has been doi 


ng. 
ae of the Ryukyuan ee I might ask you to outline a 


little bit of the importance of the Ryukyus as a strategic base to this 
country in the event of an emergency. 

General Mrap. May I say that I thank you, sir, for your comment. 

In 1942, in the month of May, I went to join the commander of the 
South Pacific forces off of New Zealand. 

At that time it was Admiral Halsey. One of the first things I dis- 
covered when I arrived out there was that all of the planners right 
here had figured that we, in the South Pacific, would get our air sup- 
port for our ground operations from either Australia or from Hawaii, 
which was amazing when we sat in New Zealand and thought of the 
islands in the Pacific Ocean. 

It was necessary to go to work right away. The planners over- 
looked the time and space factors which are unlike any continental 
ones that made the Pacific war dissimilar to continental war. 

Now, this base gives us a base on which we can stockpile, where we 
have a spearhead of Marines currently being reinforced by a battle 
group of paratroopers, together with a very wide air defense umbrella 
in the way of a combination of Nike and Hawk which is now coming 
in. We can react ~— quickly and respond to an urgent need such 
as it would be impossible for us to do if we were back in Hawaii, and 
it would appear with the very unclear atmosphere now prevailing in 
Japan—and if anyone here can tell me what Japan is going to be do- 
ing 6 months from now, you are away ahead of me, I am sure, and I 
don’t believe anyone can—if this uncertainty happens, it would ap- 
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pear that this one base which is under us is more important than 
ever. 


Senator THurmonp. That is the point that I was hoping you would 
bring out. 

Yesterday, we approved the Japanese treaty and we, of course, are 
sincerely hoping that the Government of Japan is favorable to us 
and will not fall, and by approving this treaty we think we have 
reached out a long way to help sustain that position. But if the 
Government in Japan should ever fall, wouldn’t we practically be 
dependent on Okinawa, on the Ryukyuans, as bases from which to 
project our attacks in the event that an aggression began by the 
Communists? 

General Mrap. In a large measure, Senator, yes, we would. 

We don’t have the factories and shops in Okinawa that we have in 
Japan, however. 

enator TuHurmonp. Isn’t it absolutely vital to the defense of this 
country? That is what I want the committee to understand, that we 
do absolutely retain the Ryukyuan Islands. 

General Meap. I think this isso. I think it is more true today than 
it was a few months ago. 

Senator Tuurmonp. Under the treaty, we can hold on to Okinawa 
for an indefinite period. Is it your opinion that by all means we 
should do this? 

General Mrap. If I may speak frankly, I would like to have the 
privilege of striking: 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, this is an open session; is it not? 

Chairman Russe... Yes, it is an open session. I don’t want the fact 
that I am sitting quiet here to indicate that I approve of the treaty the 
Senate approved yesterday. Until yesterday at about 3 o’clock, we 
had every right in the whole Japanese islands that we have in the 
Ryukyuans today. We are there by the right of conquest and we had 
a treaty that was running that gave us complete control of those bases 
and, in another one of our apologies for winning the war. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, we are getting very close to some 
items that were discussed and were regarded as classified when we 
entered into that area. 

I was'in Okinawa in late December and I just mentioned that this 
is an open session so that everybody understands what is said here. 
_ General Mean. I feel I could not respond properly to the question, 
sir. 

Senator Taurmonp. Of course, I don’t want you to give any in- 
formation that would be classified or that you feel that you shouldn’t, 
but I just want to ask you this question : Is it your opinion we should, 
by all means, hold onto the Ryukyuan Islands? 

General Meap. It is indeed, sir. 

Senator Tuurmonp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russetz. Any further questions? 

Senator Cannon. General, what is the situation now in Okinawa 
oo = as agitation for us to get out of there or give up our rights 
there 

General Meap. We have in Okinawa today, as in most places in 


the world, a small, fanatical group of extremists, Communists, taking 
orders directly from the outside. 
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These people, as the committee knows, were successful in produc- 
ing somewhere in the neighborhood of 2,000 demonstrators against 
the President on his recent. visit, and I have had passed to me in the 
days since then full résumés of local press comments, local opinions, 
of this event and there is no question but that the vast majority of 
those people feel that they let the country down, that these agitators 
let the islands down. 

Now they are not receptive to this sort of agitation at. the moment, 
but who is to say what can develop later along this line? We have 
to take such countermeasures as we find feasible and appropriate 
and proper, and it is very necessary in the circumstances to give to 
our high commissioner, our civil administration there, the necessary 
support to enable them to meet what they deem to be the reasonable 
needs of these people. I think if we give them that support, they can 
keep the necessary political climate. 

For example, if we should fail to appropriate a modest amount, the 
modest amount that we have asked for this year, which is $4.5 million, 
it is playing right in the hands of these agitators and the leftists and 
will go a long way toward assisting to bring in a far-left legislature 
this coming fall. 

Senator Cannon. What is the makeup of the legislature now? 
Isn’t there a strong feeling there that the residual nights to Japan 
should be exercised ? 

General Mean. Now this isa little different matter, I think, Senator. 
It is not reversion as such. Certainly, there is not a Ryukyuan who, in 
his heart, prefers to have a foreign occupation of his territory any 
more than you or I would if we were there, and this feeling is one that 
it is the extremist. 

Senator Cannon. Aren’t there some firm lines drawn? Can’t you 
say that there are so many that are opposed to that view and so many 
that favor it in the local makeup of the Government now, a reversion 
at an early date ? 

Geaernl Meap. If I may, I would like to ask for some help on this. 
I am very fortunate in having here this morning General Burger, 
who is retired, and who for 4 years was the civil administrator. 

May he testify ? 

Chairman Russell. That will be all right. Come around, General. 

General Burcer. I am Vonna F. Burger, brigadier general, U.S. 
Army, retired. 

I believe the question is on the degree of reversion sentiment in 
various elements within the legislature as presently composed. 

Senator Cannon. Yes. 

General Burcer. Just one word about reversion itself. We are all 
reversionists to a degree. The Secretary of State, in presenting the 
treaty with Japan, stated that Japan had residual sovereignty over 
those islands and that we had no territorial ambitions on a perma- 
nent basis, and we have said that we would, at the proper time, when 
there are no longer any tensions in the Far East, return those islands 
to Japan. 

There are 3 elements in this legislature with the extreme left 
wing, consisting of 5 members who want reversion now; 10, and I 
wouldn’t say the middle-of-the-road party, but I don’t think to the 
left, who would like reversion not now, but in the next few years; the 








24 MISCELLANEOUS BILLS 






majority, or the plurality party, consisting of 14 members, who want 
reversion on a step-by-step basis. 

In other words, they prefer further collaboration between the U.S. 
Government and Japan in the development and planned program 
within the re 

Members of the committee, I believe that reversion sentiment. is 
something that we have to live with; that the aim of the civil admin- 
istration now, as when I was there, is to keep that sentiment within 
reasonable proportions and to do the best we can. 

This bill will not solve all the problems of the Ryukyuans over there. 
It will, at least, give the plurality party an anchor on which it can 
move. 

Senator Cannon. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, that is the point I wanted to bring out for the atten- 
tion of the committee, that actually out of 29 members, there are 
really 15 that favor an early reversion. 

We may have some real problems there in the not-too-distant future. 
I certainly want to subscribe to the point that the chairman and the 
Senator from Washington made, that I oppose this section 4. I think 
it is very bad to establish that kind of a policy, particularly in an 
area that is not owned by us. 

I might say that I would also oppose it if it were owned by us. I 
am sorry that such a precedent was ever established in the Virgin 
Islands and Guam because I think the next step would be for my State 
or some other State to come in and say, up to this extent we want this 
income tax money, these tax moneys, expended for our own benefit 
within our own confines, and I think it is a very, very bad precedent 
to establish. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman? 

Chairman Russeix. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. By your direction, or with your approval, I visited 
some of our overseas areas in December, as you know, and I just sent 
for my notes on my visit to Okinawa and particularly on my confer- 
ence with General Booth over there. 

It is interesting to me to know this $6 million proposition has come 
up, because it was one of the things that General Booth discussed with 
me and at the time, and not knowing this was coming up in this 
form and not knowing you discussed it here this morning, I said to 
General Booth and the staff people that I thought it was a bad prece- 
dent, that we ought not to go into earmarking the income tax returns. 

Nevertheless, I was persuaded that we ought to make the appropria- 
tions necessary, if we are going to place ‘the reliance upon Okinawa 
that, we apparently have. 

The Navy has spent some $50 million in construction there recently, 
and we are contemplating more. 

Chairman Russet. We have spent a great deal more than $50 mil- 
lion there. It would be nearer $1 billion. 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Chairman Russet. It is many times that. 

Senator Casr. It is probably the only outpost we have where we 
have authority to do whatever we want to do or need to do as long 
as we retain it in its present status. 
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This reversion matter is a live political issue there, not merely 
there, but when I got off the plane at Honolulu, the reporter from one 
of the local Honolulu papers asked that question. He wanted to know 
how I stood on returning the Ryukyus to Japan and he followed up 
with correspondence and I have forwarded him some letters from 
the State Department in which it is stated that we do recognize the 
residual sovereignty, but we have complete sovereignty until the mat- 
ter is taken back to the United Nations, apparently. 

Assuming that this figure of $3.5 million that we contributed in 
last year’s budget has been given to the committee before—that was 
the figure out of about a $27 million budget—there are a couple of 
little highlights on the situation which I think are revealing. One 
is that the teachers’ salaries are below those of Japan, that Japan has 
been providing some assistance for migration from the Ryukyuans to 
South America because of an overpopulation problem. 

I was convinced that if we want to maintain the best climate of 
opinion in the Ryukyus, we should do something more and as one con- 
structive suggestion, it developed in our conversation here that 
Okinawa is not now eligible for the Development Loan Fund. 

A change in the wording of the law would be required if Okinawa 
industry is to be entitled to participate in the Development Loan 
Fund. If we have one, and are maintaining it for other areas, it 
seems to me we might well examine the possibility of making it avail- 
able to Okinawa industry. 

We did have 51 percent of the investment in the bank that we are 
pulling out, that is, the Okinawa bank, and it is necessary that they 
have some capital if industry is to develop and maintain a good 
economic condition. 

We also own 51 percent of the local bank, but I understand we are 
getting out. 

General Mrap. We are planning that. 

Senator Case. So I, on the basis of what I saw and heard while I 
was there, would favor authorization to make an appropriation up to 
$6 million in their budget, but I do not think we ought to further this 
idea of setting aside or earmarking income tax revenues for individual 
areas. 

Chairman Russett. Any further questions or comments? 

Thank you, gentlemen, both of you. 

(Subsequently, in executive session, the committee voted to report 
H.R. 1157, with amendments, as covered by S. Rept. 1738.) 


H.R. 12570 


Chairman Russe.u. The next bill is H.R. 12570, which will impose 
restrictions on the transportation of household effects by air. 
(H.R. 12570 and report follow :) 


[Union Calendar No. 786, H.R. 12570, 86th Cong., 2d sess., Rept. No. 1781] 
[Omit the part in black brackets and insert the part printed in italic] 


A BILL To amend section 303(c) of the Career Compensation Act of 1949 by imposing 
certain limitations on the transportation of household effects 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) section 303(c) of the Career Com- 
pensation Act of 1949, as amended (37 U.S.C. 253(c)), is amended by adding 
the following new sentence after the first sentence thereof; ‘However, no trans- 





26 MISCELLANEOUS BILLS 


portation of the household effects (except [not to exceed one thousand pounds 
of unaccompanied baggage] that not to exceed one thousand pounds of unac- 
companied baggage may be transported by commercial air carrier under regula- 
tions to be issued under the authority of the Secretary of Defense, which regula- 
tions shall be uniform as far as practicable) of a member of any uniformed 
service may be made by commercial air carrier at an estimated overall cost 
exceeding the estimated overall cost of the transportation thereof by other means 
unless an appropriate transportation officer has certified in writing to his com- 
manding officer that the household effects to be so transported are required for 
use in carrying out assigned duties, or are necessary to prevent undue hardship, 
and other means of transportation will not fulfill these requirements.” 

(b) This Act shall take effect on the first day of the second month beginning 
after the date of enactment. 


Chairman Russe.y. The committee members will recall that Sen- 
ator Byrd secured adoption of an amendment on this subject as a 
part of the military construction authorization. The amendment was 
not agreed to in conference, but the bill that. is before us represents 
the recommendations of a House subcommittee appointed to examine 
the subject of Senator Byrd’s amendment. 

I have been advised that the bill has not yet passed the House, 
but if we consider the text of the House bill and if the committee 
acts favorably, the bill can be reported. 

The departmental witness is the Honorable Vincent Burke, Gen- 
eral Counsel, Department of Defense. 


STATEMENT OF J. VINCENT BURKE, JR., GENERAL COUNSEL, 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


Mr. Burke. Mr. Chairman, I am J. Vincent Burke, Jr., General 


Counsel of the Department of Defense. 

I am appearing on behalf of the Department to present the posi- 
tion of the Department on H.R. 12570. 

H.R. 12570 has as its purpose the amendment of section 303(c) 
of the Career Compensation Act. of 1949 by imposing certain limita- 
tions on the transportation of household effects. These limitations are 
that unless an appropriate transportation officer has certified in writ- 
ing to his commanding officer that the household effects of a member 
of a uniformed service to be transported are required for use in 
carrying out his assigned duties, or are necessary to prevent undue 
hardship, and other means of transportation will not fulfill these 
requirements, such transportation may not be made by commercial 
air carrier at an estimated overall cost exceeding the estimated over- 
all cost of the transportation thereof by the other means. The amend- 
ment, however, excludes from these limitations the transportation of 
not to exceed 1,000 pounds of unaccompanied baggage and permits 
such transportation by commercial air carrier under regulations to 
be issued under the authority of the Secretary of Defense. 

It was the position of the Department of Defense before the Armed 
Services Committee of the House of Representatives that legislation 
was not necessary to correct any deficiencies which may have oc- 
curred in the administration of the transportation of household goods 
by commercial air carriers. Such movements by air are relatively 
few in number and the instances cited before the House Armed 
Services Committee were admittedly errors in judgment rather than 
in basic Department of Defense policy governing the shipment of 
household effects. It was further stated that any corrective action 
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to provide for tighter control of such movements of household goods 
could be taken or amending the pertinent section of the “Joint 
Travel Regulations for the Uniformed Services,” i.e., section 8402. 
However, in view of the committee’s position that legislation was 
necessary, the Department took the position that the proposed statu- 
tory limitations were acceptable but pointed out as a matter of writ- 
ten record on June 8, 1960, that the parenthetical phrase appearing 
in the amendment was unacceptable. The basis for this objection 
was that the parenthetical phrase as originally worded could be 
interpreted to provide an absolute entitlement without regard for 
determining whether there was an actual need for commercial air 
transportation. Upon a suggestion by the Department of Defense, 
the original language was stricken by the committee and the present 
language substituted. The effect of this amendment is to assure that 
procedures governing determinations as to the transportation of un- 
accompanied baggage by commercial air carriers will be prescribed 
in detail on a uniform basis as far as practicable under the authority 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

The Department reaflirms the position that it took before the 
House Armed Services Committee that the proposed amended bill 
is acceptable. 

Gentlemen, this concludes my statement. If the committee has 
any questions I shall be glad to endeavor to answer them. 

Chairman Russeit. Thank you, Mr. Burke. 

I may say, for the benefit of the committee, that the General Ac- 
counting Office very strongly recommends this bill. 

Are there ¢ any questions? 


(No response.) 

Chairman Russeiy. Thank you, Mr. Burke. 

(Inasmuch as H.R. 12570 did not. pass the House until June 24, the 
committee reported out an identical bill (S. 3747, S. Rept. 1740), 
which was placed on the Senate calendar. On June 28 the Senate 
passed H.R. 12570 and S. 3747 was indefinitely postponed on the 
Senate floor.) 


H.R. 12200 


Chairman Russetx. The next bill is H.R. 12200. 

This bill would authorize a reduction in the grade of enlisted 
members upon approval of certain court-martial sentences. This bill 
apparently results from conflicting decisions of the Court of Military 
Appeals and the General Accounting Office. 

(The bill referred to, H.R. 12200, and report follow :) 


[H.R. 12200, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


AN ACT To amend title 10, United States Code, to authorize reduction in enlisted grade 
upon approval of certain court-martial sentences, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That Subchapter VIII of chapter 47 
of title 10, United States Code, is amended as follows: 

(1) By adding the following new section at the end thereof: 


“§ 858a. Art. 58a. Sentences: reduction in enlisted grade upon approval 


“(a) Unless otherwise provided in regulations to be prescribed by the Secre- 
tary concerned, a court-martial sentence of an enlisted member in a pay grade 
above E-1, as approved by the convening authority, that includes— 

(1) a dishonorable or bad-conduct discharge ; 
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“(2) confinement; or 
“(3) hard labor without confinement ; 


reduces that member to pay grade E-1, effective on the date of that approval. 

“(b) If the sentence of a member who is reduced in pay grade under sub- 
section (a) is set aside or disapproved, or, as finally approved, does not include 
any punishment named in subsection (a) (1), (2), or (3), the rights and 
privileges of which he was deprived because of that reduction shall be restored 
to him and he is entitled to the pay and allowances to which he would have 
been entitled, for the period the reduction was in effect, had he not been so 
reduced.” 


(2) By adding the following new item at the end of the analysis: 
“858a. 58a. Sentences: reduction in enlisted grade upon approval.” 


Sec. 2. (a) Any enlisted member of an armed force who, as a result of an 
approved court-martial sentence that included a dishonorable or bad-conduct 
discharge, confinement, or hard labor without confinement, has, after February 
19, 1959, been paid pay and allowances at a rate less than those of the pay 
grade applicable to the enlisted grade in which he actually served, is entitled 
to the pay and allowances of the pay grade applicable to that enlisted grade 
and shall continue to serve in that enlisted grade unless he is demoted to a 
lower enlisted grade or promoted to a higher enlisted grade. 

(b) This section does not apply to an enlisted member— 

(1) during any period that he was in confinement as a result of a court- 
martial sentence, unless the sentence is subsequently set aside or unless 
the sentence as finally approved does not include confinement; or 

(2) who was discharged with a dishonorable or bad-conduct discharge 
as a result of a court-martial sentence. 

(c) This section is effective as of February 20, 1959. 

Passed the House of Representatives June 6, 1960. 


Attest: RALPH R. Roserts, Clerk. 


Chairman Russe.u. Section 2 of the bill is in the nature of a relief 
bill for some of the persons affected by the conflict in these decisions. 
The witness on this bill is Maj. Gen. A. M. Kuhfeld, the Judge 
Advecate General of the Air Force. 
; Henera} Kuhfeld, I believe you represent the Department of De- 
ense 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. ALBERT M. KUHFELD, THE JUDGE 
ADVOCATE GENERAL, U.S. AIR FORCE 


General Kunrexp. Yes, sir. I have a very brief statement that I 
would like to read to the committee, and if there are any questions I 
will be glad to answer them. 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today in support 
of H.R. 12200. 

The principal purposes of the bill are, first, to prove one very im- 
portant aspect of the administration of military justice in the Armed 
Forces; and second, to correct inequitable situations created by con- 
flict, which the Chair mentioned, in applicable opposing decisions. 

One of these decisions was rendered by the U.S. Court of Military 
Appeals in the case of United States v. Simpson, decided February 
20, 1959, and the other by the Comptroller General in his opinion dated 
August 19, 1959. 

Before February 20, 1959, an enlisted member of the Army or Air 
Force convicted by court-martial whose approved sentence included a 
punitive discharge or hard labor with or without confinement was, as 
a result of such sentence, automatically reduced to the lowest enlisted 
pay pus because of the specific language of paragraph 126-e, “Man- 
ual for Courts-Martial, 1951,” as amended. 
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It held that to be effective, a reduction in grade had to be specifically 


imposed by the court-martial. 

s a result of this decision, court-martial sentences which included 
punitive discharges, confinement, or hard labor without confinement, 
or any combination of these punishments, no longer resulted in the 
automatic reductions which I have mentioned. 

The Armed Forces were forced to continue many enlisted members 
who were under such sentences on active duty, serving in a grade 
higher than the lowest enlisted grade. 

Chairman Russexi. That struck down the ruling that obtained in 
courts-martial ever since beginning of the Armed Forces, didn’t it? 

General Kunrevp. That is right. On August 19, 1959, a question 
of payment was submitted to the Comptroller General and he 
issued an opinion disagreeing with the decision of the Court of Mili- 
tary Appeals in the Simpson case and he said that service members 
coming within the scope of the Simpson decision could only be paid at 
the rate of pay earned in the lowest enlisted pay grade. 

In other words, the Comptroller General maintained that 126-e of 
the manual, as amended by 10652, the last Executive order, was a valid 
provision. Therefore, the conflict which you mention, Mr. Chairman, 
comes in. The court says it is invalid, the Comptroller General says 
126-e and the amending Executive order are valid. 

These conflicting decisions have placed the Air Force and Army 
virtually on the horns of a dilemma. 

The Court of Military Appeals says the service has no authority to 
automatically reduce persons involved in this kind of sentence to the 
lowest enlisted grade as a result of the sentence; while the Comptroller 
General says such persons were automatically reduced for pay pur- 
poses and they may be paid only the pay of the lowest enlisted grades, 
the Court of Military Appeals says paragraph 126-e of the manual is 
not the law. 

The Comptroller General says 126-e of the manual, as amended, is 
the law. 

This bill is submitted to try to iron out this conflict and get us on an 
even keel again so we can proceed. 

Section 1 of the bill, if it were enacted, will amend the Uniform 
Code of Military Justice to provide by law that this paragraph 126-e 
of the manual, as last amended, would be a part of the statute and not 
only just an Kexcutive order. 

These conflicting decisions between the court and the Comptroller 
General impose a burden on the Armed Forces because of their re- 
strictive limitations on the administration of military justice. 

Section 1 of the bill will restore to the enlisted ranks the dignity and 
prestige historically accorded those ranks and prevent the anomalous 
situation of having sentenced service members in confinement or 
awaiting punitive discharges serving in grade above the lowest enlisted 
grade. 

Senator Busu. Do I understand that this would confirm the opinion 
of the Comptroller General ? 

General Kunreip. Yes; it would, Senator. 

Chairman Russexx. Let me get that straight. 

General Kunreip. It would do what the Comptroller General has 
said is the law. It would put into the statute itself the Executive 
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order which the Comptroller General interprets as reducing the man 
to the lowest enlisted pay grade. 

Chairman Russeixu. Now, that is section 1 of your bill. That is 
prospective from here on out. 

General Kuuretp. That is right. 

ee RussELL. But you go on in section 2 and say the court is 
right. 

General Kuuretp. No. Let me explain section 2, Mr. Chairman. 

Section 2 would eliminate this problem area which exists since the 
Simpson decision in which the affected enlisted member receives the 
pay and allowances of the lowest enlisted pay grade but is obliged to 
perform and fulfill the duties and obligations of the higher assigned 
grade in which he served. 

Now, I should emphasize here that section 2 applies only to the 
situation which was created on February 20, 1959, up until the day of 
the passage of this bill, because after the date of the passage of this 
bill, this problem would be gone. 

Section 2 doesn’t operate prospectively. It is a relief measure. 

Chairman Russetu. I understand that. But suppose we strike sec- 
tion 2 from the bill. Then we have completely confirmed the Comp- 
troller’s opinion all the way along, haven’t we? 

General Kuuretp. Well, as I see it, Mr. Chairman, that is true ex- 
cept that it leaves us in a very anomalous situation where we have a 
group of men who have been sentenced by court-martial, and this is 
a comparatively small number, sentenced by a court-martial to a sen- 
tence which included not the dishonorable discharge or bad conduct 
discharge because you notice section 2 specifically says it will not 
apply to an individual who was separated by reason of the sentence 
of the court. 

What we are getting to is a small group of men who were sentenced 
to hard labor, with or without confinement, served the sentence, and 
then were not reduced. 

Now, if they were particularly bad individuals, both the Army and 
the Air Force had an administrative proceeding whereby these men 
could be reduced to the lowest alien: grade when appellate review 
of the sentence was completed. 

We are only talking in section 2 about the small group who are 
considered good enough to be restored to duty in the grade they held 
prior to the trial and actually have served in those grades. 

Chairman Russriy. Yes; that is true, General, but what you are 
doing in section 1—and I heartily approve of that—you are restoring 
the status quo. 

General Kunre. That is right. 

Chairman Russein. Then, in section 2 you are restoring the status 
quo with respect to those that got a dishonorable discharge; those 
that had just fines or forfeitures you say you are all wrong about 
that, and you are going to pay them. 

That is complete contradiction, it seems to me. I would be per- 
fectly willing to go along with section 1, but I don’t think too highly 
of section 2. 

General Kuurexp. Let me explain that a little more, Mr. Chairman. 

Prior to the time of the Simpson decision, the Army and the Air 
Force both had regulations which provided that the commander could 
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keep this man in the grade which he held or an intermediate grade 
by suspending execution of the hard labor. ‘ 

Chairman RusseLt. And it is done in innumerable cases, but it 
wasn’t done in these cases here. You are asking the Congress to do it. 

General Kunrexp. The difficulty was, Mr. Chairman, when the 
court knocked down 126-e, the regulations that the Army had and the 
Air Force had, which were dovetailed with 126-e, were knocked 
down also. These men, I am fairly certain, had the regulations been 
in effect, had they not gone out the window in the Simpson case, 
would have had their hard labor suspended and would have been kept 
on duty in the enlisted grades they held. 

We are talking here only about a small group who are the people 
who, as a result of our clemency program, would maintain their 
grades anyway. 

Chairman Russexx. I understand that, but of course people who 
conduct courts-martial are subject to error just as any other human. 
Judge Ervin says very often that “Any court can make an error 
except the court of last resort.” 

But here you have it where they may have made an error, and in 
many cases they do, and they give the fellow a dishonorable dis- 
charge or bad conduct discharge and that perhaps wasn’t as bad as 
another man that was tried and got a fine, and yet you differentiate 
between them in section 2. 

General Kunretp. Let me make another statement which I think 
is extremely important. 

We have pending right now a case that has been argued in the 
Court of Claims, known as the Johnson case, in which Johnson, who 
incidentally was reduced back in 1952 automatically as a result of the 
Executive order and now has worked his way up under our rehabilita- 
tion program to the point where he is a technical sergeant again, and 
he is suing for the difference between base pay of the master sergeant 
and that of the lowest enlisted grade that he was paid for the whole 
period he was working his way up. 

Now, I know of cases where lawyers have 50 to 60 cases waiting 
where they are going to try to bring claims and suits in connection 
with the application of the Simpson decision. 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that the passage of section 2 of this bill 
will remove an inequity that has come about because of this conflict. 
But, just as important, it is going to eliminate thousands of claims and 
thousands of lawsuits that we are going to have to process or defend 
because it is going to show here that the Congress endorses the idea 
that these people not be paid anything while in confinement; that they 
not be en anything if they are separated as a result of the punitive 
discharge; and that the additional pay for this particular period be 
effective only after February 20 and not back before February 20, be- 
cause the claims that are being processed go way back to the begin- 
ning of time. 

Now, they are trying to collect a considerable amount of money cov- 
ering all this period in the past and I think that section 2 will elimi- 
nate a lot of that. 

Chairman Russet. General, this is no place for legal debate, but if 
I were Johnson’s lawyer I would take the position that section 2 
showed that the Congress thought that the man ought to be paid be- 
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cause they paid those in this category, and if we validate what tho 
court did on February 19, 1959, why wasn’t it law in 1951? 

I think section 2 would help your man Johnson win his case in the 
Court of Claims. It would if Tis the judge. 

General Kunretp. We have an inequitable proposition, Mr. Chair- 
man. These people were restored and actually did serve in these 
higher grades. 

Now, they are not being paid; they are getting paid on the basis 
of the lowest enlisted wrade and they have served and they are serv- 
ing right now as airmen first, as staff sergeants, as technical sergeants, 
and performing those duties. 

Chairman Russetx. Did Johnson bring his case as a result of this 
decision of February 19, 1959? 

General Kuureip. He did; yes. But his case, his reduction and 
everything, was prior to February 20, 1959. 

Chairman Roussei.. I understand, and so was the man whose case 
was decided on February 20, 1959. 

General Kunrexp. It certainly was. Here, the people are actually 
performing the duties since that date and those are the only people 
we are concerned with. 

In other words, the finance people say we are in such a problem try- 
ing to apply two decisions that they don’t know where to go. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, isn’t the intent of section 2 to vali- 
date payments that would be made in the interim period in harmony 
with the court decision, but which the General Accounting Office 
is disposed not to approve unless there is this curative legislation ? 

Chairman Russetx. It is with respect to one category of people 
who are convicted. If he wasn’t given a bad conduct inthis. it 
would. If he was given a bad conduct discharge, it wouldn't. 

Senator Case. I recognize the Chair’s point of view that the law 
wasn’t made on February 19. 

Chairman Russexz. It isn’t uniform as to all of those who were 
court-martialed. 

General Kunreip. Again, just emphasizing what we feel, we have 
put these people to work, and this limited group of people in higher 
grades have performed the duties in higher grades and are perform- 
ing them at the present time. They should be paid for it without 
having to bring a Jawsuit or something. 

Chairman Russetz. You can take care of it in the future by order 
or regulation in the services. There is no trouble about that. 

General Kunretp. No question about that. 

Chairman Russet. This elevates what has gone on before and 
makes a distinction between two classes of people. 

General Kunretp. I would look at section 2 as relief legislation, 
so to speak, to take care of a situation, an anomalous situation, that 
has developed because of these conflicting decisions, and to authorize 
the services to give to these people pay they have earned. 

Now, that money has just been held up—to give to these people the 
amount that they should have been paid for doing the jobs that were 
assigned to them. In other words, they performed the duties of 
these higher enlisted grades and for performing the duties they 
should be paid. 

This is the only thing to be covered here. 
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Chairman Russeiy. Have you concluded ? 

General Kuuretp. Most of the things we have discussed are in 
connection with it. 

With regard to section 2 of the bill, and this part of the statement, 
I strongly believe that section 2 of the bill is required to alleviate 
the many inequities and hardships currently existing as a result of 
the conflicting decisions. 

No enlisted member convicted of a serious crime or crimes will 
benefit by this legislation, as the benefits under section 2 would be 
denied to any alan member during any period he was in con- 
finement as a result of a sentence that is finally approved and would 
be denied to any enlisted member who has been discharged with a 
punitive discharge as a result of a court-martial sentence. 

Without this, a man, during the period he is in confinement under 
the Simpson decision, would be entitled to pay. 

This makes it clear. The departmental regulations now permit the 
administrative reduction of enlisted members falling in the Simpson 
category, and the authority contained in such regulations has been 
utilized to reduce members who have been convicted of serious crimes, 
or crimes involving moral turpitude. 

Those enlisted members who will be benefited by section 2 of the 
bill have been penalized as a result of the conflicting decisions. 

Because of this situation, enlisted members affected by this section, 
while being paid as basic airmen, have been wearing stripes of the 
previously awarded grade and performing the duties of that grade. 
In equity, they are entitled to the pay of that grade. 

The Simpson case was decided approximately 16 monthsago. Dur- 
ing this period, many of the enlisted members who were court- 
martialed and retained their sleeve grade because of the Simpson 
decision have been promoted and are assigned and serve in their 
higher grades. However, despite this fact, they continue to draw 
the pay and allowances of the lowest enlisted pay grade because of the 
Comptroller General’s opinion. 

Our situation is this, it seems to me, regarding service members 
under court-martial sentences which include confinement or punitive 
discharges: First, prior to the Simpson case, these service members 
were automatically reduced; second, the Court of Military Appeals 
said you cannot reduce them; third, the Comptroller General said you 
cannot pay them; fourth, H.R. 12200, if enacted, will solve these prob- 
lems created by these decisions. 

Enactment of the bill will cause no increase in budgetary require- 
ments since funds already appropriated are currently available but 
held in abeyance because of the Comptroller General’s opinion. That 
concludes my prepared statement. 

I think it is very, very important that we be in a position to un- 
snarl this very definitely snarled financial condition that we have got- 
ten into in the Army and Air Force by virtue of these decisions, and 
it seems to me, Mr, Chairman, that without legislation of this kind 
we are going to have to be deciding each one of these cases on an ad 
hoc basis, piece by piece, and are going to be involved in conflict, liti- 
gation, claims, until the end of time. 

Certainly, I don’t favor paying anybody for any period of time 
that he is serving in confinement. I don’t favor paying anything to 
anybody when they haven’t earned it. 
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Senator Cass. Mr. Chairman, if, by the Simpson decision of Febru- 
ary 1959, the court said that under the law you were entitled to pay, 
whether confined or not, how can you, a year and a half later, pass 
a law to forfeit that pay ? 

Chairman Russet. The question arose with respect to the Johnson 
case. My own opinion is that we should settle it for all cases arising 
in the future. 

I would not care to support this bill with section 2 in it unless I got 
some idea what the Court of Claims would like to do with the case 
itself. 

Senator Case. What is meant by ex post facto legislation ? 

Chairman Russetu. There is no trouble about the first section. That 
applies to all cases arising in the future. 

Retiator Case. If the court held there was a certain entitlement to 
pay, I don’t see how you can forfeit the pay. 

Chairman Russet. For many years, the services, in a court-martial 
in certain types of case, the man automatically took a reduction. 

As I understand it, and this is new to me, the Court of Military 
Appeals has held that unless it was particularly spelled out in the 
decision that that was not true, and that leaves the question open 
as to all those cases where they followed the precedent and custom 
of time immemorial and this is to straighten this out, to prevent it 
from happening in section 1. 

Section 2 attempts to deal with certain classes that are affected, 
of certain categories of those affected by this confusion. 

Senator Casr. I think we can, and should, do something pros- 
pectively. 

Chairman Russe.t. I agree completely, but I am not willing to 
adopt section 2 without knowing more about it. 

Senator Cannon. Mr. Chairman, why can’t section 1 be handled 
administratively? Why can’t they issue instructions to court-martial 
boards to do it rather than to have legislation on the subject ? 

General Kunrevp. In answer to that, Senator Cannon, let me 
explain a hypothetical case. First, let me tell you that article 71 
of the Uniform Code says that no part of the sentence, which includes 
a punitive discharge or hard labor for more than a year, unsus- 
pended, may be ordered executed until after appellate review is 
completed. 

Let me give you a hypothetical case: Here is a master sergeant. He 
gets a dishonorable discharge. He is sentenced to forfeiture of $40 a 
month and 1 year’s confinement at hard labor and reduction to the 
lowest enlisted grade. 

He was tried on January 1. On January 5, the convening au- 
thority acted on that sentence and approved it. He approved the 
whole thing. The man now, by appealing to the Court of Military 
Appeals and everything else, will be out of confinement before his 
sentence can be ordered into execution. He will get out in 10 months 
because he gets 2 months good-time allowance. So the chances are, if 
he works this thing out right, he will be out of confinement before 
his sentence can be ordered into execution. 

Now, his pay is $375 a month. We take the $40 per month which 
the court-martial sentenced him to on the belief that he would be 
reduced to the lowest enlisted grade, and under the Simpson decision 
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and without this legislation, we will be paying this master sergeant, 
who is ultimately discharged, $335 a month for serving his sentence 
in confinement and I don’t think, for something serious, that the 
American taxpayers want to pay a man that kind of money. 

Senator THurmonp. Mr. Chairman, there is a vote over there. Are 
you going to take a recess ? 

Chairman Russe.u. There are two record votes that are involved 
and that will take some 30 minutes. 

I think we better suspend here until 2 o’clock this afternoon. That 
will give us a chance to vote on these two measures. 

General, can you be back at 2 o’clock ? 

General Kunreip. Yes, sir. 

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the committee recessed to recon- 
vene at 2 p.m. the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(Present: Senators Russell, Ervin, Thurmond, Cannon, Saltonstall, 
Smith, and Case.) 


H.R. 12200 (resumed) 


Chairman Russett. The committee will resume the hearings on 
H.R. 12200. 


General Kuhfeld, you may conclude your statement now. 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN, ALBERT M. KUHFELD—Resumed 


General Kunretp. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
a at recess I had started to reply to a question which was raised by 
Senator Case, which I think will clarify a little bit the position on 
section 2. 

I don’t believe that section 2 of the bill could be called ex post 
facto legislation, nor do I believe that the adoption of section 2 of 
this bill will, in any way, assist Johnson, who has a suit in the Court of 
Claims, or people in his position. 

Section 2 is, as I see it, in the nature of a special relief bill which 
recognizes an obligation to pay for duty performed by enlisted per- 
sonnel who are caught up in this maelstrom of conflicting legal deci- 
sions. 

The bill will make it plain, and I think this is important, Mr. 
Chairman, that the Congress does not intend for anyone who is auto- 
matically reduced under paragraph 126(e) of the manual prior to 
February 19, 1959, to be paid anything except to pay and allowances 
of the lowest enlisted rank. 

Section 2 makes it clear that the Congress does not intend anyone 
to be paid except in the lowest enlisted grade while he is in confine- 
ment, and the bill makes it clear that the Congress does not intend that 
any enlisted man separated with a punitive discharge as a result of his 
trial be paid anything except on the basis of the lowest enlisted grade. 

The Bureau of the Budget coordinated this bill with the Depart- 
ment of Justice prior to authorizing the Department of Defense to 
send it up to the Congress, and the Department of Justice was of the 
opinion that the adoption of section 2 of the bill would not jeopardize 
the Justice Department’s position in the Johnson case. 
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I might say, too, that I am apprehensive, Mr. Chairman, of what 
the situation may be, or the construction placed upon the action of 
the Congress if section 2 were not adopted, if there might not be an 
implication or a construction that the Congress recognized that this 
decision in the Simpson case came, and that it would apply to any- 
body who came into that area and they could be paid under the 
Simpson rules so far as the Congress was concerned until this new 
bill, section 1, went into effect. 

The finance people in the Army and the Air Force are definitely 
concerned with the present situation. We in the services are repeat- 
edly receiving correspondence relative to entitlements under the 
Simpson decision from people who were automatically reduced years 
and years and years ago. 

In my opinion, the bill makes it certain that only those people who 
are restored to duty after the confinement or the hard labor without 
confinement in a grade higher than the lowest enlisted grade, and who 
have, during the period covered by the bill, performed the duties in 
the higher enlisted grade, will be entitled to the pay of that grade. 

If section 2 of the bill is adopted, the finance people can then pro- 
ceed to clear their records of a good percentage of the problems which 
have been created by these conflicting decisions. 

If section 2 of the bill is not enacted, we can anticipate countless 
claims and countless lawsuits to determine the individual right of in- 
dividual people under these conflicting decisions. Many of these 
cases, let me reiterate again to the chairman, would date back many, 
many years because the Johnson case goes way back to 1952. 

Let me point out here as did the House in its committee report, that 
the bill will cause no increase in costs since the decision of the Comp- 
troller General has resulted in pay stoppages against the service 
members affected, and funds already appropriated are currently avail- 
able but held in abeyance pending authorization to pay these members. 

If section 2 is passed, again only a limited number of people will be 
affected, and I think that the statute itself, the bill will make it defi- 
nite that the Congress intends to limit payment necessitated by the 
Simpson decision only to those people who perform, after their sen- 
tence, in a higher grade than the lowest enlisted grade, and they in- 
tend to pay them only for the services rendered and pay nobody while 
in confinement. 

Chairman Russetz. Do you have any questions? 

Senator Tuurmonp. No questions. 

Chairman Russeiy. Thank you very much, General. 

(Subsequently, in executive session the committee voted to report 
H.R. 12200, with amendments, as covered by S. Rept. 1737.) 


H.R. 8212 


Chairman Russetu. The next bill is H.R. 8212. 
(The bill follows :) 


[H.R. 8212, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


AN ACT To amend title 10, United States Code, with respect to the procedure for ordering 
certain members of the reserve components to active duty and the requirements for 
physical examination of members of the reserve components, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That title 10, United States Code, is amended 
as follows: 
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(1) Section 1004 (a) is amended to read as follows: 
“(a) Each member of the Ready Reserve who is not on active duty shall— 
(1) be examined as to his physical fitness every four years, or more often 
as the Secretary concerned considers necessary ; and 
“(2) executive and submit annually a certificate of physical condition. 
Each Reserve in an active status, or on an inactive status list, who is not on 
active duty shall execute and submit annually a certificate of physical condition.” 
\((2) Chapter 307 is amended as follows: 
(A) By adding the following new section at the end thereof: 


“§ 3080. Army National Guard of the United States: Authority of officers with 
respect to Federal status 
“Under regulations to be prescribed by the Secretary of the Army, officers of 
the Army National Guard of the United States who are not on active duty 
may— 

(1) order members of the Army National Guard of the United States or, 
with the approval of the Secretary of the Air Force, members of the Air 
National Guard of the United States, to active duty for training under 
section 672(d) of this title; 

(2) enlist, reenlist, or extend the enlistments of persons as Reserves of 
the Army or Reserves of the Air Force for service in the Army National 
Guard of the United States or the Air National Guard of the United States, 
as the case may be; and 

“(3) with respect to their Federal status, promote or discharge persons 


enlisted or reenlisted as Reserves of the Army or Reserves of the Air 
Force for that service.” 


(B) By adding the following new item at the end of the analysis: 


“3080. Army National Guard of the United States: authority of officers with respect to 
Federal status.” 


(3) Chapter 807 is amended as follows: 
(A) By adding the following new section at the end thereof: 
“§ 8080. Air National Guard of the United States: authority of officers with 
respect to Federal status. 
“Under regulations to be prescribed by the Secretary of the Air Force, officers 
of the Air National Guard of the United States who are on active duty may— 
(1) order members of the Air National Guard of the United States or, 
with the approval of the Secretary of the Army, members of the Army 
National Guard of the United States, to active duty for training under sec- 
tion 672(d) of this title; 


“(2) enlist, reenlist, or extend the enlistments of persons as Reserves 
of the Army or Reserves of the Air Force for service in the Army National 
Guard of the United States or the Air National Guard of the United States, 
as the case may be; and 


“(3) with respect to their Federal status, promote or discharge persons 


enlisted or reenlisted as Reserves of the Army or Reserves of the Air Force 
for that service.” 


(B) By adding the following new item at the end of the analysis: 


“8080. Air National Guard of the United States: authority of officers with respect to 
Federal status.” 


esr the House of Representatives June 6, 1960. 
ttest : 
RatpuH R. Roserts, Clerk. 

Chairman Russetu. This is a bill recommended by the Department 
of Defense and authorizes National Guard officers on inactive duty 
as competent authority to order members of the National Guard to 
active duty or to take other actions concerning the Federal status 
of such members. 

The bill also would repeal a requirement that members of the 
Standby Reserve must have a physical examination every 4 years. 

The witness for the Department of Defense is Brig. Gen. M. W. 


Schewe, Deputy Assistant Chief of Staff for Reserve Components, 
Department of the Army. 
You may proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF BRIG. ‘GEN. M. W. SCHEWE, DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
CHIEF OF STAFF FOR RESERVE COMPONENTS, DEPARTMENT OF 
THE ARMY 


General Scuewe. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I will make this as brief as possible. 

I am Brigadier General Schewe, Deputy Assistant Chief of Staff 
for Reserve Components, Department of the Army. I appreciate the 
opportunity to present the views of the Department of Defense on 
this proposal to amend the provisions of law with respect to require- 
ments for physical examination of members of the Reserve com- 
ponents, and the procedure for ordering certain members of the Re- 
serve components to active duty. With me are representatives of 
the Army Surgeon General’s Office, the Air Force, the Navy, and the 
National Guard Bureau. 

The following brief prepared statement which I feel would be of 
value to the committee, I would like to read at this time. If, at any 
time, Mr. Chairman, you desire to stop me and just have it inserted 
for the record, that, I think, is quite self explanatory. 

The purpose of this legislation is, first, to amend the provision of 
law pertaining to physical examinations for members of the Reserve 
components so as to eliminate the requirement for physical exam- 
inations for members of the Standby Reserve and permit the appro- 

riate Secretary to prescribe regulations governing physical exam- 
inations for such members, and, second, to authorize under regula- 
tions proposed by the appropriate Secretary, commissioned officers of 
the Army National Guard of the United States or the Air National 


Guard of the United States, whether or not on active duty, to be 
designated as competent authority to order members of the Army Na- 
tional Guard of the United States or the Air National Guard of the 
United States to active duty, or take other actions with respect to the 
Federal status of members of those pamagontnts. 


The first proposed amendment would make implementation of the 
present requirement concerning physical examinations of members 
of the Reserve components not on active duty more realistic. Sec- 
tion 1004(a), title 10, United States Code, provides that each Re- 
serve who is not on active duty, and not in the Retired Reserve, shall 
be examined as to his physical fitness at least once every 4 years, or 
more often as the Secretary concerned considers necessary, and shall 
execute and submit annually a certificate of physical condition. There 
are presently about 2,304,000 members of Reserve components of the 
Army who must be examined under this requirement. 

Aside from the fact that our medical.personnel and facilities are 
inadequate to administer examinations to this large number of in- 
dividuals, many nonparticipating reservists, particularly those in the 
Standby Reserve, do not report for physical examinations despite our 
repeated requests that they do so. The Armed Forces do not have 
the means of forcing such individuals to take physical examinations, 
and itis not considered either appropriate or desirable to discharge 
them, since such action would terminate their service obligation. 
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This proposal would not change the present requirement of physi- 
cal examinations at least once every 4 years for those members of the 
Ready Reserve. The present requirement that all members of the 
Reserve components not on active duty, except those in the Re- 
tired Reserve, submit annual certificates as to their physical con- 
dition would remain unchanged. This certificate serves as a valuable 
means of inventorying the physical capabilities of our reservists. In 
this connection, we realize the importance of having up-to-date in- 
formation on the physical status of reservists who are liable for ac- 
tive duty in time of emergency and, therefore, will continue our efforts 
to encourage standby reservists to undergo a thorough physical exam- 
ination at least once every 4 years even though such action would 
no longer by required by statute. 

The second proposed amendment will provide a more economical 
method of ordering members of the Army National Guard of the 
United States or the Air National Guard of the United States to 
activ? duty, as well as permitting the accomplishment of other actions 
such as the enlistment, reenlistment, or extension of enlistments of 
persons as Reserves of the Army or Reserves of the Air Force for 
service in the Army or Air National Guard of the United States or, 
with respect to their Federal status, promote or discharge persons 
enlisted or reenlisted as Reserves of the Army or Air Force. The 
Judge Advocate General of the Army has ruled that a commissioned 
officer not on active duty or active duty for training may not now be 
designated as competent authority to order members of the Army 
National Guard of the United States to active duty for training. At 
the present time to accomplish this procedure, particularly as it con- 
cerns young National Guard enlistees about to enter 6 months’ active 
duty for training, State adjutants general or their designees are 
ordered to active duty for training for not to exceed 1 day each week. 
This method, although administratively costly, was devised as the 
simplest means under existing authority, of ordering members of the 
Army or Air National Guard of the United States to active duty. 
The proposed amendment would save the administative costs of the 
present cumbersome procedure. 

The Department of Defense endorses this bill. It is estimated that 
enactment of the first part of the proposal— this is about the medical 
and physical examination—would not result in any additional costs to 
the Government. The second part of the proposal will save the Gov- 
ernment about $9,000 annually for the first 5 years. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that it has no objection to 
the consideration of this legislation by the Congress. 

I have appreciated this opportunity of appearing before the com- 
mittee and, together with the other service representatives, will be 
happy to answer any questions you may haveon this bill. 

airman Russett. Senator Thurmond. 

Senator THurmonp. No questions. 

Chairman Russet. Thank you, General. 

General Scnewe. Thank you. 

(Subsequently, in executive session, the committee voted to report 
H.R. 8212 without amendment, as covered by S. Rept. 1675.) 
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H.R. 12265 


Chairman Russexu. The next bill is H.R. 12265. 
(The bill follows :) 


[House Calendar No. 239, H.R. 12265, 86th Cong., 2d sess., Rept. No. 1778] 


A BILL To amend title 10, United States Code, to authorize certain persons to administer 
oaths and to — notarial acts for persons serving with, employed by, or accompany- 
ing the Armed Forces outside the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 936(a) of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting the words “by persons serving with, employed by, 
or accompanying the Armed Forces outside the United States and outside the 
Canal Zone, Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Islands,” after the words 
“wherever they may be,” in the introductory clause. 

Chairman Russe... This is likewise a departmental bill intended to 
facilitate absentee voting by dependents of members of the uniformed 
services. 

This bill has not yet passed the House, but the committee wishes 
to report the text to the House bill and, of course, it has authority 
to do so. 

The witness on this bill is Mr. James W. Platt from the Office of 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower Personnel and 

rves. 

You may proceed, Mr. Platt. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES W. PLATT, OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR MANPOWER AND RESERVES 


Mr. Puatr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this bill 
would amend section 936 (a), title 10, of the United States Code, which 
section provides for certain officers in the Armed Forces to perform 
notarial acts for persons subject to the code. 

Section 802(11) of title 10 states that persons serving with, em- 
oe by, or accompanying the Armed Forces outside the United 

tates, the Canal Zone, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands are subject 
to the code. These categories of persons are civilians, both employees 
and families of servicemen. 

The Supreme Court in January of 1960 held section 802(11) of title 
10 unconstitutional, thus making these civilians no longer subject to 
the code. This, in turn, invalidates the notarial powers of those officers 
listed in section 936 (a), for overseas civilians who were formerly “sub- 
ject to the code.” 

To obtain notarial services, civilians described in section 802(11) 
must now locate a secretary of a United States embassy or legation or 
a consular officer of the United States. This will obviously create 
hardship, additional expense, and inconvenience for many persons, 
and at a most inopportune time. Thousands of military dependents 
and civilian employees overseas will desire to vote by absentee ballot 
in the 1960 elections. 

State laws vary as to who has the authority to administer the 
oaths required for absentee voting. These officers set forth in sec- 
tion 936(a) meet the necessary qualifications. Without the services 
of these officers, and ceotlnala’ at remote military installations, 
many U.S. citizens will effectively be disenfranchised. 
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This legislation does nothing more than to insure that those officers 
listed in section 936(a) will continue to have the same notarial au- 
thority that they have been exercising since enactment of the Uniform 
Code of Military Justice, and prior to the decision of the Supreme 
Court in January of this year. 

Chairman Russett. Any questions of Mr. Platt ? 

Senator Smrru. No questions. 

Chairman Russetz. Thank you very much, Mr. Platt. 

Mr. Puatrr. Thank you. 

(Inasmuch as H.R. 12265 did not pass the House until June 24, the 
committee reported out an identical bill (S. 3746, S. Rept. 1741), 
which was placed on the Senate Calendar. On June 28 the Senate 
passed H.R. 12265 and S. 3746 was indefinitely postponed on the Sen- 


ate floor.) ee 


Chairman Russetu. The next bill is H.R. 9702. 
(The bill follows:) 


(H.R. 9702, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 
AN ACT To amend section 2771 of title 10, United States Code, to authorize certain pay- 


ments of deceased members’ final accounts without the necessity of settlement by General 
Accounting Office 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the last sentence of section 
2771 (c) of title 10, United States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“Payment under clause (6) of subsection (a) shall be paid— 

“(1) upon settlement by the General Accounting Office ; or 
(2) as otherwise authorized by the Comptroller General.” 
ey the House of Representatives June 6, 1960. 
ttest : 


RatpH R. Roserts, Clerk. 


Chairman Russetx. This is a bill that would relieve the General 
Accounting Office of the necessity for auditing accounts of deceased 
members of the uniformed services before payments can be made to 
surviving spouses, children, parents, or legal representatives. 

The witness is Col. George W. Chandler, Directorate of Account- 
ing and Finance Headquarters, U.S. Air Force. 

ou may proceed, Colonel Chandler. 


STATEMENT OF LT. COL. GEORGE W. CHANDLER, DIRECTORATE OF 
ACCOUNTING AND FINANCE, HEADQUARTERS, U.S. AIR FORCE 


Colonel Cuanpier. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I am Lt. Col. George W. Chandler from the Directorate of Account- 
ing and Finance, Headquarters, U.S. Air Force. It is a pleasure to 
appear before you in support of this bill. 

The purpose of this bill is to extend to the military departments 
authority to make immediate payments of pay and allowances due 
members who die on active duty or in retirement in all cases except 
where the beneficiary must be determined according to the laws of 
the domicile of the deceased member. Currently, the law author- 
izes the military department to make final payment in those cases 
where the member has designated a beneficiary; however, it requires 
that in all other cases, the claim must be approved by the General 
Accounting Office before payment can be made. 
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There is generally due a member who dies on active duty, pay and 
allowances accumulated since the last pay date ae i date of 
his death. Since most members are paid twice a month, the average 
amount due is about $125. 

In 1955, Congress enacted Public Law 147 (now codified as sec. 
2771, title 10, United States Code) which authorizes a member to 
designate a person to receive the pay and allowances due him in the 
event of his death. This law also provides that if the member has 
made a designation, the military department may make immediate 
and final payment to the person designated by the member. Accord- 
ingly, in these cases the payments are normally made within approxi- 
mately 5 days after the member's death by the base at which the 
member was stationed. The member’s pay records and the claim are 
then, in the case of the Air Force, forwarded to the Air Force Ac- 
counting and Finance Center for final review and storage. The 
services urge members to designate an individual to receive this pay- 
ment. Of 300 Air Force members who recently died on active duty, 
85 percent had designated a beneficiary, and immediate payment was 
made to the survivors. 

The law provides that in the event the member has not designated 
a beneficiary, payment will be made, in the order listed, to (1) the 
surviving spouse, (2) the children, (3) the parents, (4) the legal 
representative of the estate or, (5) the person entitled under the law 
of the domicile of the deceased member. The law specifies that pay- 
ment in these cases can be made only after settlement by the General 
Accounting Office. I have here a chart, the left side of which shows 
in detail the procedures established to comply with this provision. 
Processing of a claim through the nine stages required under present- 
procedure delays the payment an average of approximately 55 days, 
resulting in about a 60-day lapse of time before payment can be made 
to the survivor. Of the 300 Air Force members who recently died 
on active duty, 15 percent, or 45, had not designated a beneficiary. 
Claims for the final pay and allowances due these members were re- 
quired by law to be settled by the General Accounting Office. Final 
payment was made to 25 widows, 1 minor child, and 19 parents. 

Enactment of this legislation would permit revision of the admin- 
istrative procedures as indicated on the right side of the chart. It is 
contemplated that the military departments will make all final pay- 
ments of pay and allowances except to a person entitled under the 
law of the domicile of the deceased member. The latter cases will 
be settled by the General Accounting Office or the military depart- 
ments as authorized by the Comptroller General. Under this pro- 
cedure the base commander will, in most cases, make the payment 
within an average of 5 or 6 days. We believe that if this bill is 
enacted the military departments will make final payment in about 
99 percent of the cases and about 1 percent may be deferred to the 
General Accounting Office under the exception just mentioned. In 
addition to expediting the payment by about 55 days, this contem- 
plated procedure will result in administrative savings by eliminating 
internal controls and procedures necessary in each of the offices which 
are now required to review, audit, examine, or approve the claim prior 
to actual payment. 
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During a 1-year period, the Air Force submitted approximately 
200 claims relating to pay due members who died on active duty to 
the General Accounting Office for settlement. The Comptroller Gen- 
eral has reported that during a 12-month period the General Account- 
ing Office processed 2,116 claims for amounts due to survivors of 
deceased military personnel. Processing of all these cases involved 
administrative controls similar to those indicated in the chart. En- 
actment of the bill would, therefore, result in administrative savings 
to all services as well as to the General Accounting Office. 

I would like to emphasize that any cases involving doubtful claims 
will be forwarded to the General Accounting Office prior to payment. 
In those cases where payment is made by the base commander, the 
claim, after payment, along with the member’s military pay record, 
will be forwarded to the appropriate central depository for final 
review and storage a will available for audit by the General 


Accounting Office. This will assure that the interests of the Gov- 
ernment are not prejudiced, without unnecessary delay of the final 
payments. 

(The table referred to by Colonel Chandler is as follows:) 
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Chairman Russet. Any questions of Colonel Chandler? 
If not, we thank you, Colonel, very much for giving the views of 
the Department on this bill. 


(Subsequently, in executive session, the committee voted to report 
H.R. 9702 without amendment, as covered by S. Rept. 1671.) 


H.R. 3291 


Chairman Russetu. The last bill that the committee has for con- 
sideration in open session of the committee is H.R. 3291. 
(The bill follows:) 


(H.R. 3291, 86th Cong., 1st sess.], 
AN ACT To amend title 10, United States Code, with respect to certain medals 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That chapter 857 of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended as follows: 

(1) Section 8742 is amended— 

(a) by amending the catchline to read as follows: 
“§ 8742. Air Force cross: award” ; and 
(b) by striking out the words “a distinguished-service cross” and in- 
serting the words “an Air Force cross” in place thereof. 
(2) Section 8744 is amended— 
(a) by amending the catchline to read as follows: 
“8 8744. Medal of honor; Air Force cross; distinguished service medal: limita- 
tions on award” ; and 
(b) by striking out the words “distinguished-service cross,’ wherever they 
appear therein and inserting the words “Air Force cross,” in place thereof. 
(3) Section 8745 is amended— 
(a) by amending the catchline to read as follows: 
“§ 8745. Medal of honor; Air Force cross; distinguished-service medal: dele- 
gation of power to award” ; and 
(b) by striking out the words “distinguished-service cross,” and inserting 
the words “Air Force cross,” in place thereof. 
(4) Section 8747 is amended— 
(a) by amending the catchline to read as follows: 
“$ 8747. Medal of honor; Air Force cross, distinguished-service cross; dis- 
tinguished-service medal; silver star: replacement” ; and 
(b) by inserting the words “Air Force cross,” after the words “medal of 
honor,”. 

(5) The catchline of section 8748 is amended to read as follows: 

“§$ 8748. Medal of honor; Air Force cross; distinguished-service cross; dis- 
tinguished-service medal; silver star: availability of appropriations’. 

(6) Section 8750 is amended— 

(a) by amending the catchline to read as follows: 
“§$ 8750. Airman’s Medal: award; limitations” ; and 
(b) by striking out the words “Soldier’s Medal” wherever they appear 
therein and inserting the words “Airman’s Medal” in place thereof. 
(7) The analysis is amended by striking out the following items: 
“8742. Distinguished-service cross: award 


“8744, Medal of honor; distinguished-service cross; distinguished-service medal: limita- 
tions on award. 


“8745. Medal of honor; distinguished-service cross; distinguished-service medal: delega- 
tion of power to award. 


“8747. Medal of honor; distinguished-service cross; distinguished-service medal; silver 
star: replacement. 


“8748. Medal of honor; distinguished-service cross; distinguished-service medal; silver 
star: availability of appropriations. 

“8750. Soldier’s Medal: award; limitations.” 

and inserting the following items in place thereof : 


“8742. Air Force cross: award. 
“8744. Medal of honor; Air Force cross; distinguished-service medal: limitations on 


award. 
“8745. -<-y of anaes Air Force cross; distinguished-service medal: delegation of power 
Oo award. 
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“8747. Medal of honor; Air Force cross ; distinguished-service cross ; distinguished-service 
medal ; silver star: replacement. 

“8748. Medal of honor; Air Force cross; distinguished-service cross; distinguished-service 
medal; silver star: availability of appropriations. 

“8750. Airman’s Medal: award; limitations.” 


Seo. 2. For the purposes of sections 8744(a) and 8750(b) of title 10, United 
States Code, a person who was awarded a distinguished-service cross or Soldier’s 
Medal before the date of enactment of this Act shall be treated as if he had not 
been awarded an Air Force cross or Airman’s Medal, as the case may be. 

Sec. 3. References that other laws, regulations, and orders make, with respect 
to the Air Force, to the distinguished-service cross and the Soldier’s Medal shall 
be considered to be made to the Air Force cross and the Airman’s Medal, 
respectively. 

Passed the House of Representatives March 16, 1959. 

Attest: 


RatepH R. Roserts, Clerk. 

Chairman Russetu. This is a proposal of the Department of the 
Air Force that, for Air Force purposes, we change the designation of 
the Distinguished Service Cross and the Soldier’s Medal to the Air 
Force Cross and the Airman’s Medal, respectively. 

Lt. Col. Ross D, Norton, Chief of the Awards Branch of the Air 
Force Headquarters will present the views of the Department of 
Defense. 

You may be seated, Colonel Norton. 

Give us a brief outline of this bill. 


STATEMENT OF LT. COL. ROSS D. NORTON, OFFICE OF DEPUTY 
CHIEF OF STAFF, PERSONNEL, DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR 
FORCE 


Colonel Norron. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
Department of the Air Force has been designated as the representa- 
tive of the Department of Defense for this legislation. I represent 
the Department of the Air Force for that purpose. 

The purpose of this act is to amend sections 8742, 8744, 8745, 8747, 
8748, and 8750 of title 10, United States Code, to provide for changes 
in designation of the “Distinguished Service Cross” and the “Soldier’s 
Medal” to the “Air Force Cross” and the “Airman’s Medal,” respec- 
tively. 

The current designations of “Distinguished Service Cross” and 
“Soldier’s Medal” identify these medals as decorations of the U.S. 
Army, and are essentially carryovers from the period before the Air 
Force was made a separate department under the National Security 
Act of 1947. Since that time, the Air Force has made several distinc- 
tive changes primarily to foster esprit de corps and increase the 
morale of its members. For example, in April 1952, the enlisted rank 
designations of private; private, first class; corporal; and sergeant 
were changed in the Air Force to basic airman; airman, third class; 


airman, second class; and airman, first class; respectively, and are 
equivalent to the Department of the Navy designations of apprentice 
seaman, seaman, and petty srs third class. In January 1949, the 


Air Force adopted the present blue uniform to a its wearers 
as members of the U.S. Air Force. In November 1957, the Air Force 
established a distinctive longevity service ribbon for wear on the Air 
Force uniform as a visible means of recognizing certain periods of 
active Federal service performed by its military members. On March 
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24, 1958, the Secretary of the Air Force approved the establishment 
of a distinctive Air Force Commendation Medal to provide Air Force 
members with a decoration peculiar to their service. The changes 
provided for in this proposed legislation are, therefore, another step 
in the program of the Air Force to establish its own service traditions. 

A precedent for the proposed changes is found in sections 6242 and 
6246 of title 10, United States Code, wherein the Department of the 
Navy is authorized the Navy Cross and the Navy and Marine Corps 
Medal on the same basis as the Army’s Distinguished Service Cross 
and Soldier’s Medal. 

Enactment of this proposed legislation does not affect the eligibility 
criteria governing the award of either the Distinguished Service Cross 
or the Soldier’s Medal. The same criteria will be used for the pro- 
posed Air Force decorations. I also would like to point out that the 
authority which the proposed legislation would provide will be appli- 
cable only with respect to future awards of the decorations in ques- 
tion. Previously awarded decorations will not be replaced. A person 
holding either the Distinguished Service Cross or the Soldier’s Medal 
who is to be awarded another such devoration after the passage of 
this legislation will receive the new decoration instead of an oak leaf 
cluster to the old. 

Chairman Russeiy. What are the people in the Air Force going to 
do, wear both of them ? 

Colonel Norton. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Russeti. They are determined to outshine the rest of 
them in breast coverage, getting an entirely new medal instead of 
putting the mark or cluster on there. All right, go ahead. 

Colonel Norton. I appreciate this opportunity of appearing before 
the committee, and shall be happy to answer any questions that mem- 
bers of the committee may have on this act. 

Chairman Russetx. I do have some doubts about that last state- 
ment. I can understand why the Air Force would like to have its 
peculiar insignia of distinction just as they do uniforms. I frankly 
never have understood why all the services did not wish to have a Dis- 
tinguished Service Cross because I think the Distinguished Service 
Cross sounds much more impressive than either the Navy Cross or Air 
Force Cross but I had some concern about giving an entirely new 
medal instead of an oak leaf cluster, but I guess in another generation 
that won’t be any problem for us. 

Any questions ? 

Thank you very much, Colonel. 

Colonel Norron. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Ervin. I would like to ask what use is a man wearing 10 
medals just alike, as distinguished from a man wearing 1 medal with 9 
oak leaf clusters ? 

Colonel Norton. This will be a different medal, sir, and the ribbon 
itself will be different. As you go down through time, the ribbon is 
what we wear actually, and it is distinctive. 

Senator Ervin. This says a person holding either the Distinguished 
Service Cross or the Soldier’s Medal is to be awarded another such 
decoration after passage of this legislation, and will receive a new 
decoration instead of an oak leaf cluster to be added to the old. 
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Colonel Norton. He, in the Air Force would be awarded the Air 
Force Cross or the Airman’s Medal and that will be distinctively dif- 
ferent. He would no longer be awarded the Distinguished Service 
Cross by the Air Force. 

ee Ervin. You mean he would be awarded just one additional 
medal ? 

Colonel Norton. That is right. 

Senator Ervin. If he gets five or six more citations entitling him to 
the medal, he would get one additional medal ? 

Colonel Norron. He would get only one medal, the Air Force 
Cross. For any subsequent, additional citation he would receive a 
cluster to the Air Force Cross. This is a wartime decoration, and 
would be the only distinctive Air Force wartime decoration. 

Senator Tuurmonp. If he has the DSC, he would retain this and 
get this in addition and get an oak leaf cluster? 

Colonel Norton. He would not get an oak leaf cluster. 

Senator Ervin. I came in late. Does this apply to the Air Force? 

Colonel Norton. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. Why shouldn’t it apply to the doughboy ? 

Colonel Norton. What this actually would do is this, at the pres- 
ent time the Army would have the Distinguished Service Cross as its 
distinctive medal, the Navy has the Navy Cross, and we would have 
the Air Force Cross, so the Army would award the Distinguished 
Service Cross. 

Senator Ervin. I came in late so I did not have a chance to review 
the bill. I understood you would substitute a new medal for a man 
instead of an oak leaf cluster. 

Colonel Norton. Yes, sir; that applies only to the Air Force. In 
title 10 it would still remain that the Army would continue to award 
the Distinguished Service Cross as is now the case. 

Senator Ervin. This medal would take the place of the Distin- 
guished Service Cross? 

Colonel Norton. For the Air Force; yes, sir. 

Senator Ervrn. Oh, I see. 

Colonel Norton. In‘other words, the Air Force would has a dis- 
tinctive decoration for wartime duty. 

Senator THurmonp. The Navy now has the Naval Cross that 
would correspond to this. 

Colonel Norton. That is right; yes, sir. 

Senator Tuurmonp. This medal is given in the Air Force instead 
of the DSC. 

Colonel Norton. That is right. 

Senator TuHurmonp. What about the fellow who has the DSC? 
Are you going to give him another medal or does he keep that, and 
this affects only those in the future after the passage of the act 4 

Colonel Norton. Only in the future, if he earned it; the DSC he 
would retain with no replacement. 

Senator THurmonp. He wouldn’t get another medal now? 

Colonel Norron. No, sir; he would not, not an Air Force Cross. 
That will be subsequent. 

Senator Ervin. Do they remove his eligibility for the awards of 
the DSC in the Air Force in the future ? 
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Colonel Norton. The Army might have occasion to award him a 
DSC during wartime. There are provisions for 

Senator Tuurmonp. This is only so far as the Air Force is con- 
cerned. 

Colonel Norton. That is right. For example, we could award 
Navy people Air Force Crosses. It wouldn’t happen very often, but 
there might be an occasion for that happening. 

Senator Ervin. I believe in giving decorations, but sometimes I 
wonder if we are not multiplying them to the point where they don’t 
mean so much anymore. 

Colonel Norron. Actually, there would still be only 11. 

Senator Ervin. That is a whole lot. 

Colonel Norton (showing chart). This pretty well illustrates what 
we are attempting to do. e Navy has five distinctive decorations 
now. 

Chairman Rvussexu. Incidentally, I suppose Senator Ervin has 
about as many decorations as any Member of the Congress. He was 
twice wounded in World War I and got all the French and British 
decorations in addition to the Distinguished Service Cross and all 
those that this country awards. 

Colonel Norton. The Distinguished Service Cross, during Korea, 
was awarded to only 35 Air Force personnel. This is the highest 
other than the Medal of Honor, the highest decoration and the cri- 
teria is the same for the Air Force, Army, and Navy. 

We hope we will never have to use it as a matter of fact. It is 
a wartime decoration only. This does not add to the system. 

Senator Ervin. I understand that now. I thought it was a general 
overall thing. 

Chairman Russexu. If there are no further questions, we thank 
you, Colonel. 

Colonel Norton. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Russett. I have one or two other bills that I intend to 
call to the attention of the committee in executive session. We will 
now go into executive session to consider all of these measures. 

(Whereupon, at 2:35 p.m., the committee went into executive 
session. ) 

(Subsequently, in executive session, the committee voted to report 
H.R. 3291 without amendment, as covered by S. Rept. 1734.) 


x 








